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Abstract
Brady, Lindsey Lawrence. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. August 2015. Effects of
Social Stories on Attention Maintained Inappropriate Behavior. Major Professor: James
Meindl, Ph.D., BCBA-D.

Social Stories are narratives written to explain a social situation, social skill, or concept to
individuals with an Autism Spectrum Disorder diagnosis or developmental disabilities.
Although the main goal of a Social Story is to increase the individual’s understanding of
the targeted situation, skill, or concept, this intervention is implemented to increase
appropriate behaviors and decrease inappropriate behaviors. Researchers have
investigated the efficacy of Social Stories when applied to both increasing appropriate
and decreasing inappropriate behaviors. Results to date have been contradictory both
supporting Social Stories and showing the intervention to be ineffective. These
conflicting results could be related to the many procedural variations across studies.
Additionally, few studies conducted either a functional analysis or functional behavior
assessment prior to implementing a Social Story intervention when attempting to
decrease behavior. This may also contribute to the contradictory evidence. It is possible,
for example, that a Social Story could possibly serve as an abolishing operation for
attention maintained inappropriate behaviors. By providing attention prior to the emission
of the attention maintained inappropriate behavior, the value of attention could decrease
and the likelihood that the individual will engage in the behavior that produces attention
could decrease. This might suggest a Social Story was effective when it was the
noncontingent provision of attention that produced the effect. The purpose of this study
was to investigate whether a Social Story could serve as an abolishing operation for
attention maintained inappropriate behaviors if read prior to a situation in which the
iv

individual would likely engage in the target behavior. Five participants were identified as
engaging in inappropriate behaviors that were possibly maintained by attention. The
participants were exposed to reversal designs manipulating the temporal location of the
Social Story. The latencies of the targeted behavior were measured from a specific
directive to the emission of the behavior. The initially short latencies of the target
behaviors were increased for only one participant, but it is unclear what variable was
responsible for this change. For the other four participants, latencies varied greatly with
no discernable patterns across conditions. These findings and suggestions for future
research are discussed.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Many individuals with developmental disabilities engage in inappropriate
behaviors in a variety of settings, which can include their home, school, and community.
These inappropriate behaviors can include, but are not limited to, verbal aggression,
physical aggression, elopement, self-injurious behavior, and property destruction. By
engaging in these inappropriate behaviors, individuals with disabilities negatively impact
their daily lives by alienating themselves from family, peers, and other community
members. In order to reduce and possibly terminate these inappropriate behaviors,
teachers, therapists, and parents often complete functional behavior assessments and
implement interventions to decrease these inappropriate behaviors. An intervention
commonly employed is Social Stories.
Social Stories are narratives written by parents, teachers, therapists, and other
professionals to explain everyday and extraordinary life events to individuals with
disabilities. Social Stories were first developed by Carol Gray in 1993 to primarily help
individuals with an Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) diagnosis learn necessary social
skills. These narratives were used to describe “a situation, skill, or concept according to
ten defining criteria” (Gray, 2010, p. xxv). The goal of the narrative is to provide the
individual with accurate information about these situations, skills, and concepts. These
narratives were written to describe common occurrences such as getting out of bed each
morning or putting on our shoes, as well as less frequent occasions such as moving to a
new home or welcoming a new baby into the family. Although commonly employed
with individuals with an ASD diagnosis, Gray (2010) has suggested that individuals with
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other disabilities could possibly benefit from this intervention. When considering the
implementation of a Social Story as an intervention, parents and professionals should
consider the goal of a Social Story, the guidelines for construction and implementation of
a Social Story, as well as the current research concerning the effectiveness of a Social
Story in decreasing inappropriate behaviors.
The Goal of a Social Story
The primary goals of Social Stories are unclear. According to Gray (2010), rather
than directly manipulating or changing an individual’s behavior, the purpose of a Social
Story is to clarify a situation for an individual with a disability. Although Gray suggested
that behavior change is not a purpose of Social Stories, this message appears to be
inconsistent within her own publications. Ozdemir (2008) reports that in a 2000
instructional video on how to write Social Stories, Gray referred to Social Stories as a
strategy to implement when “teaching social skills, training adaptive skills, and dealing
with difficult behaviors”(p.1689)—all activities that seem to involve changing behavior.
Although behavior change is not the primary goal with Social Stories, Gray does
acknowledge that if such a change occurred that this resulted from an “improved
understanding of events and expectations” (Gray, 2010, p. xxxi), which is a primary goal
of every Social Story. Crucially, however, Gray did not provide any method through
which to analyze whether an individual’s understanding has improved, though she did
suggest that comprehension questions be developed to accompany the story. The goal
seems to have unofficially shifted to improving behavior, and both parents and
practitioners frequently use these stories as part of behavior change treatment plans.
Further, organizations such as The National Autistic Society (2015), PBIS World (2015),

2

and blogs such as The Child Development Club (2014) identify behavior change as a
primary goal of Social Stories. There are also many research studies, such as those
referenced within this paper, which investigated the behavioral outcome of a Social Story
intervention. Therefore, there is evidence that parents, teachers, therapists, and
researchers are anticipating a possible behavioral change when implementing Social
Stories.
Social Story Construction and Implementation
In her most recent book, The New Social Story Book, Gray (2010) outlined a 10
criteria process for writing a Social Story. This process provides direction for (a)
identifying the purpose of the Social Story, (b) gathering information to include in the
narrative, (c) organizing the information, (d) choosing a format, (e) defining voice and
vocabulary, (f) guiding the story development, (g) identifying sentence types that are
available, (h) employing her “Gr-eight formula,” (i) tailoring the narrative to the
individual, and (j) editing as well as implementing the Social Story. For the purpose of
clarity, Gray refers to the individual that the story is written for as the “audience,” the
individual who wrote the story the “author,” and the individuals that interact with and
support the audience as the “team.” Social may be presented in a variety of formats. One
of the most common formats is a simple narrative with a sentence or two on each page,
along with illustrations or pictures. Social Stories have also been created using
PowerPoint presentations (Mancil, Haydon, & Whitby, 2009), songs (Brownell, 2002), or
videos (Sansoti & Powell-Smith, 2008).
Regardless of the chosen format, Gray recommended the use of her specific
sentence types and her “Gr-eight formula” (Gray, 2010, p. lxii). Gray described seven
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types of sentences that can be included in each story. These sentences included
descriptive, perspective, coaching (three types), affirmative, and partial sentences.
Descriptive sentences describe the context of a particular difficult situation. Perspective
sentences describe the individual’s thoughts and/or feelings. The three types of coaching
sentences included those that “coach the audience, “coach the team,” and “self-coach.”
The sentences that described how the audience should act are referred to as “coaching the
audience sentences.” “Coach the team sentences” identify the manner in which parents,
teachers, and therapists will support the audience. “Self-coach” sentences are written by
the audience to assist them in remembering the information in the story. Affirmative
sentences are those that express a commonly shared value or opinion. Partial sentences
employ a fill-in-the-blank method to include the audience in the creation of the story by
encouraging them to finish the sentences with the appropriate phrases. Although Gray
(2010) describes these seven types of sentences, she only requires that descriptive
sentences be included in any Social Story.
After deciding what types of sentences to include, the author of the Social Story is
instructed to employ a formula (see Figure 1) to determine if their written story meets
Gray’s requirements. In order to do this, the author first finds the total number of
sentences that describe; these include descriptive, perspective, affirmative and partial
sentences. This number is then divided by the total number of sentences that coach. The
resulting number “must be greater than or equal to two for the story to be considered a
Social Story (Gray, 2010, p. lxiii).
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# of descriptive sentences + # of perspective
sentences + # of affirmative sentences + # of
partial sentences

>2

# of coaching sentences

Figure 1. Gray’s (2010) “Gr-eight” formula for creating Social Stories

The following story taken from The New Social Story Book (Gray, 2010)
discusses walking in line during transitions and exemplifies a Social Story created by
Gray that adheres to the aforementioned guidelines.
My Place in Line
It’s my teacher’s job to give my class directions. It’s our job to try to follow those
directions. Sometimes, many students move from one place to another. To walk
safely, and to allow other groups to walk through the hall at the same time, it’s
important to try and walk in a line. Many students like to be first in line. The
teacher decides which student is first in the line. Sometimes, I will be the first
student in line. Most of the time, another child will be first. When this happens I
will be at another place in the line. This helps the teacher give each student a
chance to be first. My teacher decides which student is first in line. Once in a
while I could be first in line. Most of the time, another student will be first in line.
That’s how lines work at my school. That’s Life on Planet Earth. (p. 180)
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The goal of this story is to clarify who is in line, what a line is, where the line
goes, when the kids get in line, and why they get in line. Additionally, it is structured
appropriately as per Gray’s “Gr-eight” formula. There are 10 describing sentences (6
descriptive, 2 affirmative, and 2 perspective) and 4 coaching sentences. When dividing
the number of describing sentences by the number of coaching sentences, the result is 2.5
which meets Gray’s formula requirement of being greater than 2.
Social Story Effectiveness
As Social Stories have increasingly been used as interventions for inappropriate
behaviors exhibited by individuals with disabilities, researchers have begun evaluating
the efficacy of this intervention. Most Social Story research focuses on whether the story
actually changed objectively measureable behavior. Currently, researchers measure target
behaviors both before and after the intervention to observe how the implementation of a
Social Story in general affects the behavior. Research has also been conducted to analyze
the effects of Social Stories when used as antecedent interventions to increase appropriate
behaviors (e.g., Crozier & Tincani, 2007; Dellano & Snell, 2006; and Norris & Dattilo,
1999) and decrease inappropriate behaviors (e.g., Bledsoe, Smith, & Simpson, 2003;
Crozier & Tincani, 2005; and Lorimer, Simpson, & Myles, & Ganz, 2002).
As the amount of research concerning Social Stories has grown, the evidence
regarding the use of Social Stories has become contradictory. Several studies found
Social Stories to be successful in altering an individual’s behavior (e.g., Dellano & Snell,
2006; and Kuttler, Myles, & Carlson, 1998), whereas, other studies have found Social
Stories to be ineffective (e.g., Haley-Hochdorfer, Bray, Kehle, & Elinoff, 2010; and
Reynhout & Carter, 2007). Discerning whether Social Stories are an effective behavior
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change strategy has been further complicated by the fact that researchers have frequently
included Social Stories as one component in a larger treatment package (e.g., Agosta,
Graetz, Mastropieri, & Scruggs, 2004; Crozier & Tincani, 2005; and Kuttler et al., 1998).
Thus, it is currently unclear whether Social Stories are indeed effective in changing
behavior, and the status of Social Stories as an evidence-based intervention has been
questioned.
To examine whether Social Stories should be considered an evidence-based
practice, Test, Richter, Knight, and Spooner (2011) analyzed 28 studies that included a
Social Story intervention and compared them to 21 research quality indicators created by
Horner et al. (2005) to assist in determining whether or not Social Stories are an evidence
based practice. The quality indicators identified by Horner et al. focus on the use of
single subject research designs to analyze the efficacy of interventions used in various
studies. These quality indicators assess whether an article sufficiently described
participants and settings, replicated and measured the effect of treatment on the
dependent variable, and adequately described the independent variable. Further, if an
experimental effect is found, the validity of the experimental design is analyzed. After
applying the quality indicators to the 28 studies, Test et al. (2011)then calculated the
Percentage of Non-overlapping Data (PND) across the articles (Scruggs, Mastropieri,
Cook, & Escobar, 1986). Percentage of Non-overlapping is an analysis tool that
essentially quantifies graphical data so that behavior change can be compared across
research articles that display data graphically (see Figure 3, p. 19, for a description of
calculating PND). Studies with PND scores of 90% or greater (indicating 90% or more of
data points in treatment did not overlap with baseline data points) were considered very
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effective. Scores between 70% and 90% represented studies that were identified as
effective. Scores between 50% to 70% were considered questionable, and scores below
50% were labeled ineffective. A PND score was unable to be calculated for ten of the
studies reviewed by Test et al. (2011) due to the employment of a design that could not
identify a functional relation. Out of the 18 treatment articles reviewed only six were
determined to have employed a very effective intervention (achieving a PND score of
90% or greater). The remaining 12 studies employed interventions that were designated
as ineffective. Reliability of this calculation was examined by two independent
researchers for five out of 18 studies and iterrater reliability was 100%. The results of the
Test et al. study indicated that, as of yet, Social Stories should not be considered an
evidence-based practice.
Behavior Function
Although 12 out of 18 studies found Social Stories to be ineffective at changing
behavior, six studies did show a treatment effect. It is unclear to what this discrepancy
may be attributed. One possible explanation is that only a few studies determined the
function of the inappropriate behavior prior to implementing a Social Story intervention.
Determining behavior function is a critically important step in developing an effective
treatment (Dixon, Vogel, & Tarbox, 2012), and an intervention may be differentially
effective depending on the function of the behavior. For example, if a student yells in a
classroom to escape the environment, exclusionary time out (i.e., removal of the
individual from the classroom) may be ineffective at decreasing yelling. If, however, a
student yells in a classroom to access attention from peers, this same time out
intervention may be highly effective. This example stresses how important determining
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behavior function is to determining how effective a given intervention may be at
changing behavior.
Following this concern about the importance of determining behavioral function,
it is possible that Social Stories are differentially effective based on the function of the
behavior to which the intervention is being applied. To determine behavior function,
researchers or practitioners typically employ a functional analysis, which includes an
experimental manipulation of antecedents and consequences in a manner that allows a
researcher to observe and measure the individual effects of each antecedent or
consequence on an inappropriate behavior (Iwata, Dorsey, Slifer, Bauman, & Richman,
1994). Within this analysis, different experimental conditions are systematically
evaluated. These conditions include an attention condition, a tangible condition, an
escape condition, an alone condition, and a control condition. Each condition has a
preset, consistent duration during which the frequency of the target behavior is typically
measured. In the attention condition, the researcher typically first delivers attention and
then withdraws it until the occurrence of the target behavior. After the emission of the
target behavior, attention is provided for a pre-determined set of time, withdrawn, and
steps are repeated. In the tangible condition, the researcher typically first allows the
individual to manipulate a preferred item for a short period of time after which the item is
removed and withheld from the individual until the occurrence of the target behavior.
After the emission of the target behavior, the tangible item is provided for a predetermined set of time, withdrawn, and the steps are repeated. In the escape condition, the
individual is typically asked to complete a work activity or otherwise non-preferred task.
The demand to engage in the work activity is removed upon the occurrence of the target
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behavior. After the work activity has been removed for a pre-determined set of time, the
demand is again placed and steps are repeated. The alone condition is administered by
having the individual sitting in a room alone. There are no programmed consequences
for emissions of target behaviors. In the control condition the individual is typically
allowed non-contingent access to their preferred tangible, provided non-contingent
attention, and is not given a demand to work. The purpose of this condition is to serve as
a control for the other conditions, and behavior is expected to be low in this condition
(particularly if it was also low in the alone condition). After the individual repeatedly
experiences each condition, the condition that evoked the highest frequency of target
behaviors is typically indicative of behavior function.
It is possible that Social Stories are differentially effective based on the function
of the behavior to which the intervention is applied. Although many research articles
focused on decreasing problem behavior have conducted interviews and/or functional
behavior assessments, research on Social Stories has rarely conducted a functional
analysis prior to implementing the intervention. Just as interventions are often differently
effective based on the function of a behavior, it is possible that Social Stories are more or
less effective at changing behavior depending on the function of that behavior. For
example, Social Stories typically involve the delivery of attention. When a Social Story is
read to an individual, there is a necessary and unavoidable provision of attention. It is
possible that the delivery of this attention alters the overall value of attention, the more
attention is provided the less valuable it becomes. If an individual’s inappropriate
behavior functioned to produce attention as a consequence, and attention in the form of a
Social Story was provided before the inappropriate behavior, the value of the attention
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might decrease. If attention was no longer valuable, and inappropriate behavior
functioned to produce attention, we might expect no inappropriate behaviors to occur in
this situation.
This altering of the value of attention and the frequency of behaviors that result in
attention is an example of a motivating operation (Michael, 2000). For example, if a
teacher determined that the function of a student’s yelling when walking in line was to
produce teacher attention, and a Social Story was read to the student prior to lining up,
the effect could be a decrease in both the value of attention, as well as the likelihood of
yelling. It is important to note, however, that the behavior decreased because the
consequence of yelling was no longer valuable, not because the student now
“understood” how to behave. If this were the case, it is questionable as to whether the
Social Story was necessary at all. Instead, it may be that the provision of any attention
(Social Story or not) could have had the same effect on behavior.
On the other hand, whereas reading a Social Story before the situation in which
the individual is likely to engage in the target behavior may decrease the likelihood of the
behavior, reading a Social Story after the attention maintained behavior (i.e., as a
consequence) may actually strengthen the behavior. For the student whose yelling
behavior when lining up was maintained by attention, a teacher may inadvertently
reinforce the behavior if a Social Story was read (i.e., attention was provided)
immediately after the behavior. Thus, determining the behavior function, and the
temporal order of Social Story and inappropriate behavior, may have important
implications on whether a Social Story is effective or not. This, in turn, may help explain
some of the discrepancies in findings in Social Story research—a Social Story (or the
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provision of attention) may be effective or ineffective depending on the function of the
behaviors.
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this study was to determine whether it is the content or
attention provided in a Social Story that has the most effect on behavior maintained by
attention. This research expanded the literature base on Social Stories by increasing the
number of studies on Social Stories that conducted functional analyses. This study
analyzed how the temporal placement of a Social Story affects the target behavior.
Finally, as most studies have primarily included individuals with an ASD diagnosis, this
study added to the Social Story research as it investigated how effective Social Stories are
for individuals diagnosed with Down syndrome.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
Introduction
Social Stories are narratives written for individuals with a disabilities in order to
assist them in learning a new skill or more clearly understanding a social situation. The
story either describes the steps of a new skill or more simply outlines aspects of the social
situation. The expectation is that the individual will eventually become proficient in the
social skill or comprehend more about the particular social situation.
Gray developed criteria that she suggested must be met when developing any
social story. To meet Gray’s Social Story criteria, stories must be comprised of a specific
ratio of the aforementioned sentences. Figure 2 outlines the required ratio referred to as
the “Gr-eight” formula (Gray, 2010).

# of descriptive sentences + # of perspective
sentences + # of affirmative sentences + # of
partial sentences

>2

# of coaching sentences

Figure 2. Gray's (2010) “Gr-eight” formula for creating Social Stories.

Although Gray offered a good deal of specificity in regards to how Social Stories
should be created, other aspects of the use of Social Stories as an intervention were not
13

precisely addressed. Most prominently, Gray did not go into detail about how and when
the intervention should be implemented or how one should determine whether the
intervention is effective or not.
Regarding the manner and method of Social Story implementation, Gray stated
that “common sense dictates how frequently a Story is reviewed” (Gray, 2010, p. lxix).
She states that the reading times should be predictable, and frequent enough to
demonstrate effectiveness but infrequent enough so as not to bore the audience with the
story (Gray, 2010). Gray also stresses that individuals should not be forced to review
their stories, especially as a consequence for inappropriate behavior. Without specific
guidelines for implementation beyond these suggestions, parents, teachers, and therapists
have been implementing Social Story interventions with highly variable procedures.
Regarding determining intervention effectiveness, although Gray (2010)
suggested reading a Social Story often enough to be effective, she did not provide any
method to determine whether or not the Social Story is effective. Gray did recommend
that the author of a Social Story “plan for comprehension” (Gray, 2010, p. lxix), and
described a few methods with which to increase an individual’s comprehension of the
story such as adding illustrations, pictures, utilizing comprehension questions, and/or
including partial sentences. Although Gray suggested that the inclusion of these elements
could possibly provide a manner in which an individual could demonstrate their
understanding of the Social Story, she did not require that these questions or partial
sentences be included with each story. Without Gray requiring any of these methods or
any measurable manner in which to determine “understanding”, determining a Social
Story’s effectiveness can be quite difficult.
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As Social Stories have continued to gain in popularity, efforts to determine
whether Social Stories are an effective intervention have increased. Gray suggested that
Social Stories should be used to clarify social skills or situations for individuals with
ASD, rather than change behavior outright. A problem arises, however, as there is no
clear and objective method of determining whether something has been clarified, or what
the outcome of this clarification would look like. As such, researchers interested in
Social Stories have begun examining the effect of Social Stories on observable behaviors
such as specific socials skills or inappropriate behavior. Although this is a departure
from Gray’s recommendation, this use of Social Stories may actually be more in line with
the use by many parents and professionals who routinely employ Social Stories with the
hope of increasing appropriate behaviors or decreasing inappropriate behaviors,
regardless of changes in understanding.
As Social Stories have become an intervention frequently used by parents and
professionals to change observable behaviors, it is important to determine whether Social
Stories represent a valid intervention procedure to effectively achieve this outcome. To
this end, this literature review will first provide an overview of the effectiveness of Social
Stories by reviewing and comparing research outcomes. Following this, the key features
of each study (i.e., participant characteristics, target behaviors, experimental design, story
construction, and story implementation) will be compared to identify gaps in current
research on Social Stories.
Search Criteria
A literature search was conducted using the databases PsycINFO, PubMed, and
ERIC. The search terms were “Autism Spectrum Disorder” and “Social Stories.” The
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search was limited to peer-reviewed articles in English published between 1966 and
2014. To be included in this literature review, studies were required to a) conduct
experimental research employing Social Stories as an independent variable either as a
sole treatment or as a component of a treatment package, b) include participants with an
autism spectrum disorder, cognitive disabilities, or developmental disabilities, and c)
employ a single-subject research design. Studies were excluded if they a) employed other
social skill interventions that were not identified specifically as Social Stories (e.g.,
sensory stories, hero cards), b) specifically investigated Social Story construction, c)
synthesized Social Stories research (e.g., meta-analyses or literature reviews), or d)
focused on staff training only.
After the inclusion and exclusion criteria were applied, 36 articles were identified
for inclusion in this review. The included articles were divided into two categories: Social
Stories implemented to increase appropriate behaviors and Social Stories implemented to
decrease inappropriate behaviors. If the article investigated both purposes, the article was
discussed in both sections.
After identifying studies for inclusion, each article was summarized and discussed
along the following categories: a) Social Story effectiveness, b) number, ages, and
diagnoses of participants, c) target behaviors, d) experimental design, e) Social Story
construction, f) Social Story implementation procedures, and g) behavior function (Social
Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors only). The data summary is
presented in Tables 1 and 2 following the literature review.
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Results and Discussion
Thirty-six total articles were identified as meeting the inclusion criteria. The
identified articles were divided by whether the goal of intervention was to increase
appropriate or decrease inappropriate behavior. Across these articles, 24 (67%) focused
on increasing appropriate behaviors and 19 (53%) focused on decreasing inappropriate
behaviors. Seven studies are included in both sections as they investigated both
increasing appropriate behaviors and decreasing inappropriate behaviors. Following this
division, the articles were then analyzed by a) Social Story effectiveness b) number, ages,
and diagnoses of participants, c) target behaviors, d) experimental design, e) Social Story
construction, f) Social Story implementation procedures, and g) behavior function (Social
Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors only).
Social Story Effectiveness
In order to determine how effective a Social Story was at changing a target
behavior within a study, Percentage of Non-overlapping Data (Scruggs et al., 1986), was
calculated for each study. Percentage of Non-overlapping Data (PND) is a method of
analysis that allows an investigator to calculate the number of data points that overlap
between baseline and treatment in a graphical display. In general, the less overlap
between the two conditions, the more effective the treatment. The measurement is
calculated by first counting the number of data points in the treatment conditions that are
above or below (depending on whether behavior was to be increased or decreased) the
highest or lowest data point in baseline. This number is then divided by the total number
of data points in the intervention condition and multiplied by 100. Figure 3 contains a
description of calculating PND.
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Figure 3. Method for calculating the Percentage of Non-Overlapping Data.

An intervention demonstrates a “highly effective outcome” if the PND score is
higher than 90%. A PND score between 70% and 90% is deemed as a “fair outcome.” A
PND score between 50% and 70% suggests a “questionable outcome,” as a PND score
below 50% is considered an “unreliable treatment” (Scruggs et al., 1986). Percentage of
Non-Overlapping Data scores were computed for all studies that included graphs for
review and are available in Table 1 and 2.
Social Stories implemented to increase appropriate behaviors. Out of 101
graphs reviewed, 27 participants’ graphs (26.7%) obtained a PND score associated with a
“highly effective outcome.” Barry and Burlew (2004) obtained PND scores of 100%,
90%, 100%, and 100% for both of their participants across the two behaviors of choice
making and playing appropriately. Chan and O’Reilly (2008) obtained 100% PND score
for both hand raising and social interactions for one participant and only social
interactions for a second participant. Cihak, Kildare, Smith, McMahon, and Quinn-
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Brown (2012) obtained a 100% PND scores for all four participants when increasing time
on task by employing both Social Stories and video self-modeling. Leaf et al. (2012)
obtained PND scores of 100% for two participants when targeting an increase in
negotiating and exhibiting sportsmanship. They also obtained a 92% PND for two
participants when increasing their ability to remain on topic and show interest in others.
Bernard-Ripoli (2007) obtained a PND score of 100% when focusing on an individual’s
ability to explain and identify pictures associated with various emotions for one
individual. Delano and Snell (2006) obtained a 100% PND score for two individuals and
a 93% PND score for a third individual when investigating the duration of social
engagement. Klett and Turan (2012) obtained a PND score of 100% for one participant
when targeting the use of feminine napkins. Scattone (2008) obtained a 100% PND score
for eye contact as well as a 90% PND score for initiations for one participant. Sansoti and
Powell-Smith (2006) obtained a PND score of 95% when focusing on increasing
sportsmanship. Thiemann and Goldstein (2001) obtained six 100% PND scores across
three individuals when focusing on their securing attention, initiating requests, initiating
comments, and contingent responses.
Fourteen (13.8%) of the 101 graphs reviewed obtained a PND score associated
with a “fair outcome.” Scattone, Tingstrom, and Wilczynski (2006) obtained a PND score
of 89% when focusing on increasing social interactions for one participant. PND scores
of 87.5% and 80.1% were computed for Hagiwara and Myles (1999) as they evaluated
the abilities of two participants to engage in completion of hand washing or on task
behavior both before lunch and after recess. Leaf et al. (2012) obtained PND scores of
86%, 83%, and 72% for three participants when increasing their abilities to provide
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assistance, disagree appropriately, and negotiate. Crozier and Tincani (2007) obtained a
PND score of 81% when focused on increasing time sitting for one participant. A PND
score of 77% was computed for Chan and O’Reilly (2008) as they increased an
individual’s ability to raise his hand. Sansoti and Powell-Smith (2008) obtained PND
scores of 80% and 77% when targeting two individuals’ abilities to join in and maintain
conversations, respectively. Soenksen and Alper (2006) obtained PND scores of 76.9%
and 80% when increasing a participant’s ability to look at a peer’s face within two
settings. Delano and Snell (2006) obtained PND scores of 73% when increasing all
targeted social skills for two participants.
Fifteen (14.8%) out of the 101 graphs obtained a PND score representing a
“questionable outcome.” Scattone et al., (2006) obtained a PND score of 69.1% for one
participant when targeting social interactions. Soenksen and Alper (2006) obtained a
PND score of 69.2% when investigating an individual’s ability to say a peers name at
recess. Scattone (2008) obtained a 67% PND score when investigating smiling for one
individual. Dodd, Hupp, Jewell, and Krohn (2008) obtained a 66% PND score when
increasing compliments for one participant. Sansoti and Powell-Smith (2006) obtained a
PND score of 50% for one individual when targeting their ability to maintain a
conversation. Sansoti and Powell-Smith (2008) obtained a 57.1% PND score when
focusing on an individuals’ ability to join in a conversation. Leaf et al. (2012) obtained
PND scores of 58%, 56%, and 50% for three individuals when targeting showing off
work and changing conversation topics. Crozier and Tincani (2007) obtained a PND
score of 50% when focusing on increasing appropriate play for one participant. Hagiwara
and Myles (1999) obtained a PND score of 50% for one individual when aiming to
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increase hand washing. Schneider and Goldstein (2010) obtained a PND score of 50% for
an individual when targeting increasing on-task behavior. Thiemann and Goldstein
(2001) obtained PND scores of 66.6%, 50%, and 50% when focusing on individuals’
ability to secure attention, initiate requests, and initiate comments.
Forty-five (44.7%) out of 101 graphs reviewed obtained PND scores associated
with an “unreliable treatment.” Agosta et al., (2004) obtained a 44% PND score when
evaluating Social Stories to increase quiet sitting. Bledsoe et al., (2003) obtained a 22%
PND score when targeting an individual’s ability to wipe his or her mouth. Kassardjian et
al. (2014) obtained 0% PND scores for all three participants when focusing on
individuals talking about novel ideas with peers. Hanley-Hochdorfer et al., (2010)
obtained low PND scores for all four participants when focusing on contingent responses
and verbal initiations. The scores for the four participants are 31%, 36%, 31%, and 11%
in regards to contingent responses and 38%, 1%, 1%, 11% in regards to verbal initiations.
A PND score of 16.6% was calculated for Norris and Dattilo (1999) when increasing one
participant’s engagement in appropriate social interactions. Hagiwara and Myles (1999)
derived PND scores of 11% and 27% for one participant, 22% and 40% for a second
participant, and two 0% scores for a third participant when focusing on hand washing and
time on task during various times of the day. Ivey, Heflin, and Alberto (2004) received
PND scores of 37.5%, 37.5%, and 25% for three participants when targeting teaching
novel tasks. PND scores of 22%, 12.5%, 0% and 0% were computed for Thiemann and
Goldstein (2001) when targeting contingent responses, securing attention, and initiating
comments for three participants. Dodd et al., (2008) received a 25% PND score for one
participant when investigating an increase in compliments. Sansoti and Powell-Smith
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(2006) obtained a 15% PND score when teaching an individual to join in an activity.
Klett and Turan (2012) received PND scores of 25% and 20% when targeting the use of a
feminine napkin routine. Scattone et al., (2006) earned a 10% PND score when targeting
social interactions for one participant. Bernard-Ripoli (2007) acquired a 0% PND score
when focusing on an individual’s ability to label their emotions due to a 100% accuracy
score in baseline. A PND score of 0% was calculated for Leaf et al. (2012) for both
losing graciously and cheering someone up for one individual, 6% for losing graciously
for a second individual, 24% and 17 % when teaching changing conversations and
discussing a cool event for a third individual, and two scores of 0% when focusing on
making empathetic statements and engaging in appropriate interactions for a fourth
individual. Schneider and Goldstein (2010) received 12% and 0% PND scores when
targeting on task behavior for two participants. Crozier and Tincani (2007) obtained a
PND score of 0% when aiming to teach one participant to talk to peers. Soenksen and
Alper (2006) acquired PND scores of 30%, 0%, and 0% when teaching an individual to
look at peers and say their names in two different settings.
Social Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors. Nineteen
(37.3%) out of the 51 graphs reviewed obtained a PND score between 90% and 100%
which represents a “highly effective outcome.” Brownell (2002) obtained a 100% PND
score for four separate participants when reading as well as singing a Social Story was
employed to decrease talking out, TV talking, and giving excessive directions to peers. A
PND score of 100% was calculated for Chan and O’Reilly (2008) when representing a
Social Story intervention that targeted the reduction of inappropriate social interactions.
Crozier and Tincani (2005) also obtained a 100% PND score for investigating the
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reduction of one individual’s talking out in class. Dodd et al., (2008) obtained a 100%
PND when reducing the number of necessary directions for one participant. Graetz,
Mastropieri, and Scruggs (2009) were able to effectively decrease a participant’s lying on
the floor and received a 100% PND score. Mancil et al., (2009) obtained seven 100%
PND scores for effectively reducing pushing for three individuals in two different settings
with two different Social Story formats. The reduction of these behaviors occurred when
using a paper format Social Story and a Computer Assisted Social Skills Training
(CASST PowerPoint format) Social Story. Kuttler et al., (1998) obtained 100% and 90%
PND scores for reducing tantrumming for one participant during lunch and work time.
Scattone, Wilczynski, Edwards, and Rabian (2002) obtained a 100% PND score for the
reduction of chair tipping for one participant as there was a 91.6% PND score acquired
for the reduction of staring for another participant.
Ten (19.6%) out of the 51 graphs reviewed obtained a PND score between 70%
and 80% which represents a “fair outcome.” Agosta, Graetz, Mastropieri and Scruggs
(2004) obtained a PND score of 80% when reducing the frequency with which one
individual screamed. Brownell (2002) obtained a PND score of 80% for three individuals
both when the Social Stories were read and sung to decrease the targeted behaviors. Chan
and O’Reilly (2008) employed a Social Story intervention with additional role-playing to
decrease inappropriate vocalizations with a PND score of 75%. Graetz, Mastropieri, and
Scruggs (2009) obtained an 81% PND score when decreasing the use of a high pitch
voice for one participant. Lorimer et al., (2002) obtained a PND score of 85.7 % for
decreasing an individual’s engagement in interrupting others. Mancil et al. (2009)
obtained PND scores of 88% and 83% for two participants when decreasing target
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behaviors using both the paper and the CASST Social Stories. Scattone et al., (2002)
calculated a 71.4% PND score when reducing shouting for one participant.
Five (9.8%) out of the 51 graphs reviewed obtained a PND score between 50%
and 70%, which represents a “questionable outcome.” Brownell (2002) obtained a PND
score of 60% when using a singing Social Story to decrease target behaviors. Crozier and
Tincani (2007) obtained a 50% PND score for decreasing inappropriate play for one
individual. Iskander and Rosales (2013) obtained a PND score of 50% when targeting the
reduction of one participant’s interrupting others. Two PND scores of 50% were
computed for Mancil et al., (2009) for two participants when employing both paper
Social Stories as well as Computer Assisted Social Skills Training Social Stories to
decrease pushing.
Seventeen (33.3%) out of the 51 graphs reviewed obtained a PND score below
50%, which represents an “unreliable outcome.” Graetz et al., (2009) obtained a PND
score of 45% when targeting an individual putting their hands in their mouth. Reynhout
and Carter (2007) obtained a 20% PND score when investigating the reduction of hand
tapping with one participant. Norris and Dattilo (1999) obtained a PND score of 16.6%
when investigating inappropriate interactions for one participant. Kuoch and Mirenda
(2003) obtained one PND score of 25% for one participant as well as two 0% PND scores
for two other participants when attempting to decrease aggression, hands in pants,
cheating, and other inappropriate behaviors. Quilty (2007) obtained PND scores of 0%
for three participants when targeting inappropriate classroom behaviors, saying, “Go
home,” and physical aggression. Adams, Gouvousis, VanLue, and Waldron (2004)
obtained 0% PND scores for one participant across three behaviors as there were
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frequency scores of zero present in the baseline condition. An 8% PND was also
calculated for the fourth target behavior included in the Social Story. Bledsoe et
al.,(2003) and Lorimer et al., (2002) also obtained a PND score of 0% when targeting the
reduction of inappropriate vocalizations, tantrumming, and spilling liquids, respectively.
Iskander and Rosales (2013) obtained PND scores of 0% for one participant when
focusing on reducing off-task behavior and interrupting others. A PND score of 22% was
also calculated for another participant who left his seat. Finally, Mancil et al., (2009) also
obtained a zero PND score for one participant using a CASST Social Story to decrease
pushing.
Effectiveness by Participant Age and Gender. Regardless of whether the Social
Stories were employed to increase appropriate behaviors or decrease inappropriate
behaviors, the narratives were the most effective for those participants between the ages
of 12 to 14 years old. Among the studies that targeted decreasing inappropriate behaviors,
the intervention was effective for 80% of the participants within this age group. Among
the studies that targeted increasing appropriate behaviors, the intervention was effective
for 68% of the participants within this age group.
For Social Stories targeting behavior reduction, the second most successful age
group was that of individuals between the ages of 6 and 8 years old. For this group,
Social Stories were effective for 62% of the participants. The third most successful age
group was that of the individuals between the ages of 3 to 5 years old. For this group,
Social Stories were effective for 33% of the participants. Social Stories were least
effective for individuals between 9 to 11 years old. For this group Social Stories were
effective for only 20% of the participants.

25

For Social Stories targeting behavior increase, the second most successful age
group was that of the individuals between the ages of 6 and 8 years old. For this group,
Social Stories were effective for 57% of the participants. The third most successful age
group was that of the individuals between the ages of 9 to 11 years old. For this group,
Social Stories were effective for 29% of the participants. Social Stories were least
effective for individuals between 3 to 5 year olds. For this group Social Stories were
effective for only 19% of the participants.
In general, Social Stories appeared to be more effective with male participants
than female participants. Social Stories aimed at increasing appropriate behaviors were
effective for 50% of the male participants and for 37.5% of the female participants.
Social Stories that targeted the reduction of inappropriate behaviors were effective for
55% of male participants and 20% of female participants. When comparing female
participants only, Social Stories aimed at increasing appropriate behaviors were more
effective than those that strived to decrease target behaviors. When comparing males
only, Social Stories aimed at decreasing inappropriate behaviors was only slightly more
effective than those that strived to increase appropriate behaviors.
Discussion. Among the reviewed articles there are studies that provide evidence
both to support and to oppose the use of Social Stories when targeting behavior change.
In general, however, the evidence supporting the use of Social Stories is somewhat
limited. Consider that roughly 60% of the studies that focused on increasing appropriate
behaviors with Social Stories achieved “questionable” or “unreliable” outcomes. Social
Stories that focused on decreasing inappropriate behavior were somewhat more effective,
but still roughly 43% achieved “questionable” or “unreliable” outcomes. The overall
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literature base on Social Stories seems to indicate the treatment may not be very effective
for many participants. However, when they are effective, Social Stories appear to be
more effective for individuals that are older rather than younger.
One problem with this analysis is that even with the addition of PND scores,
comparing these studies remains difficult because of the wide variation in population,
Social Story construction (discussed below), and procedures (discussed below) across
studies. If Social Stories were shown to be effective in one study and not another, it is
entirely unclear to what this difference should be attributed. For example, almost half of
the studies aimed at increasing appropriate behaviors and a quarter of those studies aimed
at decreasing inappropriate behaviors included additional strategies alongside Social
Stories. Cihak et al., (2012), Sansoti & Powell-Smith (2008), and Scattone (2008) all had
successful outcomes, but also included some form of modeling or video self-modeling
within the intervention. Successful studies on decreasing inappropriate behavior primarily
included reinforcement systems and visual reminders to reduce target behaviors in
addition to Social Stories (Agosta et al., 2004; Bledsoe, Smith, & Simpson, 2003; Graetz
et al., 2009; Kuttler et al., 1998 and Scattone et al., 2002). Although this may more
closely approximate the real use of Social Stories, it makes examining the intervention
itself quite difficult.
Number, Age, and Diagnoses of Participants
Social Stories implemented to increase appropriate behaviors. Within the 24
articles that investigated Social Stories as an intervention for increasing appropriate
behaviors, 64 total participants were included. Of these, 56 were male and eight were
female. Four studies included both genders while the other 20 articles focused on one
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gender. Some studies included only one gender such as Klett and Turan (2012) who
included only females as the goal was to increase independence with menses. Other
studies included only males and attributed the limitation to being a result of the available
population.
The number of participants in each study ranged from one to six. Six studies
included only one participant (Agosta et al., 2004; Bernard-Ripoli, 2007; Bledsoe et al.,
2003; Norris & Dattilo, 1999, Scattone, 2008, Soenksen & Alper, 2006). Three studies
included only two participants (Barry & Burlew, 2004; Chan & O’Reilly, 2008; Dodd et
al., 2008). Eleven studies included three participants (Crozier & Tincani, 2007; Delano
& Snell, 2006; Hagiwara & Myles, 1999; Ivey, Heflin, & Alberto, 2004; Kassardjian, et
al., 2014; Klett & Turan, 2012; Sansoti & Powell-Smith 2006; Sansoti & Powell-Smith,
2008; Scattone et al., 2006; Schneider & Goldstein, 2010; Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995).
Two studies included four participants (Cihak et al., 2012; Hanely-Hochdorfer et
al.,2010). One study included five participants (Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001) and one
study included six participants (Leaf et al. (2012).
The ages of the participants ranged from 4 years old to 14 years old. All
participants except two had an ASD diagnosis. Of the two participants without an ASD
diagnosis, one participant was diagnosed with Hyperplexia (Soenksen & Alper, 2006),
and one participant was at risk for being evaluated and diagnosed with a developmental
disability (Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001).
Social Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors. Across the
19 articles that implemented a Social Story intervention to decrease inappropriate
behaviors, there were a total of 38 participants. The number of males exceeded the
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number of females 8:1. The number of participants in a study ranged from one to five.
Eight studies included only one participant (Adams et al., 2004; Agosta et al., 2004;
Bledsoe et al., 2003; Crozier & Tincani, 2005; Kuttler, Myles, & Carlson, 1998; Lorimer
et al., 2002; Norris & Dattilo, 1999; Reynhout & Carter, 2007). Three studies included
only two participants (Chan & O’Reilly, 2008; Dodd et al., 2008; Iskander & Rosales,
2013). Seven studies included three participants (Crozier & Tincani, 2007; Graetz et al.,
2009; Kuoch & Mirenda, 2003; Mancil et al., 2009; Quilty, 2007; Scattone et al., 2002;
Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995). Three studies included four or five participants (Brownell,
2002; Graetz et al., 2009; Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001). Thirty-seven of the 38
participants were diagnosed with an autism spectrum disorder. One participant was at risk
for receiving a diagnosis, but had not been evaluated yet (Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001).
The ages of the participants ranged from 3 years old to 15 years old.
Discussion. All studies included participants between 3 and 15 years old. This is
likely due to the fact that many programs for individuals in this age range focus on skill
acquisition in many areas both at home and at school.
With the youngest participant being 3 years old, it appears that there is little
empirical research related to the use of Social Stories with very young children newly
diagnosed and receiving early intervention services (i.e., children under the age of 3
years). As many of the Social Stories were read by an adult to the participant, this age
group could also have the narratives read to them and pictures could be included to assist
with comprehension. Future researchers should target children under 3 years old when
implementing Social Skills to increase appropriate or decrease inappropriate behaviors to
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determine whether this intervention is effective for that age, and what modifications may
be necessary.
With the oldest participant being 15 years old, it appears that there is also little
empirical research examining the effectiveness of Social Stories with adults with an ASD
diagnosis. Transitioning from teenage years into adulthood can pose significant
challenges for individuals with ASD. These individuals age out of school and many
move into various residential and day care settings, all of which have different
expectations of behavior (both appropriate and inappropriate). As Social Stories are
intended to clarify these expectations, it is surprising that more research is not available.
It would be beneficial for future research to investigate the effectiveness of Social Stories
with older individuals.
Finally, the vast majority of research on Social Stories has been conducted with
male participants. This gender disparity could possibly be attributed to the fact that an
ASD diagnosis is almost five times more common in males than in females (Center for
Disease Control and Prevention, 2012). Nevertheless, as Social Stories are a common
intervention with both genders, it is important that the effectiveness of this intervention
be established with both genders. Researchers should focus on including more females as
the number of male participants greatly outnumbers the female participants. In general,
future research should focus on including individuals under 3 years old, individuals over
15 years old, and females when possible.
Target Behaviors
Social Stories implemented to increase appropriate behaviors. Of the 24
studies that primarily targeted increasing appropriate behaviors, 15 specifically focused

30

on social skills, and nine focused on academic readiness skills and life skills. The effects
of Social Stories have been investigated across a wide range of behaviors including
increasing smiling and making eye-contact (Scattone 2008), greeting others appropriately
(Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995), gaining someone’s attention (Soenksen & Alper, 2006;
Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001), talking to peers (Crozier & Tincani, 2007), initiating
appropriate interactions with peers (Chan & O’Reilly, 2008; Norris & Dattilo, 1999;
Scattone, 2008; and Scattone et al., 2006), and engaging in appropriate play (Barry &
Burlew, 2004; and Crozier & Tincani 2007). Other researchers targeted increasing the
ability to share (Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995), to join in conversations (Sansoti & PowellSmith, 2006, 2008), and to maintain conversations with other children (Sansoti & PowellSmith, 2006, 2008). Ivey, Heflin, and Alberto (2004) focused on teaching independence
in novel tasks. Hanley-Hochdorfer et al., (2010) and Thiemann and Goldstein (2001)
focused on teaching their participants to respond to a peer’s utterance. Delano and Snell
(2006) were the only researchers to investigate a Social Story’s effect on the duration of
an individual’s social engagement with others. Kassardjian et al. (2014) targeted teaching
the participants to explain a “cool” event to their peer. Leaf et al. (2012) implemented a
Social Story intervention to increase 18 various social skills such as graciously losing and
winning, cheering others up, negotiating, sportsmanship, and others.
Other studies focused on academic readiness skills necessary for being successful
in a school setting such as sitting quietly (Agosta et al., 2004; Crozier & Tincani, 2007),
raising hands appropriately (Chan & O’Reilly, 2008), and remaining on task (Cihak et al.,
2012; Schneider & Goldstein, 2010). Other studies targeted increasing appropriate life
skills such as feminine napkin use (Klett & Turan, 2012), washing hands (Hagiwara &
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Myles, 1999), choice making (Barry & Burlew 2004) and wiping up spills (Bledsoe et al.,
2003). Researchers investigated the use of Social Stories to teach a participant to identify
emotions as well as associated actions (Bernard-Ripoli 2007; Sansoti & Powell-Smith,
2006). Last, Sansoti and Powell-Smith (2006) focused on teaching sportsmanship to one
participant.
Social Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors. Of the 19
studies focused on decreasing inappropriate behavior, four focused on decreasing
aggressive behaviors such as pushing (Mancil et al., 2009), physical aggression (Quilty,
2007; Kuoch & Mirenda, 2003) and aggression in the form of grabbing others (Swaggart
& Gagnon, 1995). Ten of the 19 included studies investigated the reduction of target
behaviors that were disruptive to their environment. These disruptive behaviors included
screaming (Adams et al., 2004; Agosta et al., 2004; Lorimer et al., 2002), crying (Adams
at al., 2004; Kuoch & Mirenda, 2003), yelling (Kuoch & Mirenda, 2003), talking out
(Crozier & Tincani, 2005), shouting or talking loudly (Brownell, 2002; Scattone at al.,
2002), inappropriate vocalizations (Chan & O’Reilly, 2008), tantrumming, (Kuttler et al.,
1998; Lorimer et al., 2002;) and dropping to the floor (Adams, Gouvousis, VanLue &
Waldron, 2004; Graetz et al., 2009).
Other studies investigated the reduction of less disruptive but still inappropriate
behaviors such as tipping chairs (Scattone et al., 2002), tapping hands (Reynhout &
Carter, 2007), and putting hands in mouths (Graetz et al., 2009). Kuoch and Mirenda
(2003) also focused on reducing negative behaviors such as cheating, moving game
pieces, making negative comments about losing, and throwing up. Brownell (2002) and
Dodd et al., (2008) focused on decreasing directions given to others. Chan and O’Reilly
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(2008), Norris and Dattilo (1999), and Thiemann and Goldstein (2001) targeted
inappropriate interactions. Last, Bledsoe et al., (2003) aimed to reduce the number of
spills made at lunch.
Effectiveness by Target Behavior. Overall, Social Stories were most effective at
decreasing the less disruptive inappropriate behaviors. Of the studies that focused on this
target behavior, 40% obtained PND scores indicated the procedures was highly effective.
Studies that focused on increasing academic and life skills, as well as decreasing physical
aggression, produced similar levels of PND scores indicates the procedures were highly
effective. Thirty-nine percent of studies that targeted academic and life skills were highly
effective, and 36% of studies that targeted physical aggression were highly effective. Out
of the 11 studies focused on decreasing disruptive behaviors, only 28% obtained PND
scores indicating that the intervention was highly effective. Social Stories were the least
effective in regards to increasing social skills. Out of those 15 studies, only 19% obtained
a PND score indicating that the intervention was highly effective.
Discussion. In regards to increasing behaviors, Social Stories have been
investigated across a wide range of specific behaviors in the areas of social, academic
readiness, and life skills. The majority of the studies focused on social skills. This is
likely because a lack of social skills is a main characteristic of individuals with an ASD
diagnosis or other cognitive and developmental disabilities (Center for Disease Control
and Prevention, 2012). Studies included did not address the acquisition of academic
skills. It is possible that Social Stories could also be used to teach the very specific
cognitive skills of decoding unfamiliar words, add larger numbers by regrouping, and
other skills of the cognitive nature. Much like social skills are broken into a task analysis
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of steps and described within a Social Story, academic skills could also be broken into a
task analysis of steps and described with a Social Story. Regardless of whether the skill is
social or cognitive, the steps of the task analysis are essentially described in narrative
form.
For those studies that focused on decreasing inappropriate behaviors, the targeted
behaviors typically included reducing physical aggression, disruptive behaviors, and
inappropriate interactions in various forms. Social Stories were employed with target
behaviors of low to moderate intensity that did not appear to pose imminent danger to the
individual or those around them. The reviewed studies did not target dangerous
behaviors. This was inferred by the fact that no researchers described any participants as
at risk for being seriously injured due to the target behavior.
Interestingly, there appears to be little research regarding the application of Social
Stories to self-injurious behaviors such as hitting one’s head, biting one’s arm, or picking
one’s skin. Although it is unlikely that Social Stories would be used as a sole intervention
for serious problem behavior, practitioners may include Social Stories as a treatment
component. As such, it is important that the intervention be empirically investigated for
these behaviors. Pica, for example, is a problem behavior involving the ingestion of
inedible items and poses a serious health risk for those who engage in the behavior.
Social Stories might be a useful method to explain why it is dangerous to eat various
items. In general, future research should focus on whether or not Social Stories are
effective at decreasing more dangerous target behaviors.
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Experimental Design
Social Stories implemented to increase appropriate behaviors. Out of the 24
studies that employed Social Stories to increase appropriate behaviors, 20 studies
employed designs that could possibly experimentally verify the effect that a Social Story
had on the targeted behavior. These 20 studies investigated Social Stories with one of the
following single- subject experimental designs: ABAB or reversal/withdrawal as well as
variations such as BAB, multiple baseline across settings, multiple baseline across
participants, multiple baseline across behaviors, multiple probe across behaviors, multiple
probe across participants, and alternating treatments.
Three studies employed ABAB designs to increase various social skills for their
participants (Bledsoe et al., 2003; Crozier & Tincani, 2007; Ivey et al., 2004). Cihak et
al., (2012) employed a variation of a reversal, a BAB design. Two studies employed a
multiple baseline across settings (Hagiwara & Myles, 1999; Soenksen & Alper, 2006).
Four studies conducted multiple baseline across behaviors experiments (Dodd et al.,
2008; Leaf et al., 2012; Scattone, 2008; Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001). Six studies
conducted a multiple baseline across participants experiment, which was the most
common design, to increase social skills (Hanley, Hochdorfer et al., 2010; Klett & Turan,
2012; Sansoti & Powell-Smith, 2006, 2008; Scattone, 2008; Schneider & Goldstein,
2010). Kassardjian et al. (2014) conducted an alternating treatments design to compare
social skills interventions. A multiple baseline probe across behaviors was conducted by
Chan and O’Reilly (2008). A multiple baseline probe across participants was conducted
by Delano and Snell (2006).
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Four studies (Barry & Burlew, 2004; Bernard-Ripoli, 2007; Norris & Dattilo,
1999, Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995) utilized experimental designs such as AB or ABCD
experimental designs that may be applicable for a non-clinical setting, but do not provide
sufficient experimental control to meaningfully evaluate the use of Social Stories.
Social Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors. Six of the
studies investigating the Social Story intervention to decrease behaviors employed an
ABAB design (Adams et al., 2004; Bledsoe et al., 2003; Kuttler et al., 1998; Lorimer et
al., 2002). Crozier and Tincani (2005) employed an ABAC design. Mancil, Haydon, and
Whitby (2009) implemented a PowerPoint Social Story within an ABABCBC design.
Kuoch and Mirenda (2003) employed an ABA design. Kuoch and Mirenda (2003)
implemented an ACABA design. Brownell (2002) employed an ABAC design for two
participants and an ACAB design for two other participants.
Six studies employed a multiple baseline across participant design (Chan &
O’Reilly, 2008, Dodd et al., 2008; Graetz et al., 2009; Quilty, 2007; Scattone et al., 2002;
Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995). Thiemann and Goldstein (2001) implemented a multiple
baseline across behaviors design.
Four studies (Agosta et al., 2004; Norris & Dattilo, 1999; Reynhout & Carter,
2007; Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995) utilized experimental designs such as AB or ABC
designs that may be applicable for a non-clinical setting, but do not provide sufficient
experimental control to meaningfully evaluate the use of Social Stories.
Discussion. Most of the research on Social Stories has been conducted using
experimentally valid designs capable of demonstrating a functional relation between the
Social Story and the target behavior. It is surprising, however, to note that nine studies
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were conducted using designs that cannot demonstrate a functional relation. Many of
these studies were conducted relatively recently. This is problematic as the lack of
experimental design effectively shrinks the overall literature base as even seemingly
positive results should be viewed skeptically due to the lack of experimental control. As
future research continues to be conducted on Social Stories, it is imperative that this
intervention be examined using experimentally valid research designs. Single-subject
methodology represents a viable strategy for investigating Social Stories in a costeffective method. All of the studies relied upon aspects of single-subject research
methodology, but not all of the studies employed recognizable designs capable of
demonstrating functional relations.
Social Story Construction
Social Stories implemented to increase appropriate behaviors. Three of the 24
studies created their Social Stories adhering to Gray’s original recommendations in 1993
(Bernard-Ripoli, 2007; Hanley-Hochdorfer et al., 2010; Ivey et al. 2004). Kassardjian et
al. (2014) utilized the recommendations from 1994. Five studies created their Social
Stories by following the 1995 guidelines which seemed to be the most popular set of
recommendations (Bledsoe et al., 2003; Crozier & Tincani, 2007; Hagiwara & Myles,
1999, Leaf et al., 2012; Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001). Norris and Dattilo (1999) were the
only researchers to use the 1997 recommendations. Two studies employed the 1998
recommendations to create their stories (Scattone et al., 2006; Schneider & Goldstein,
2010). Two studies adhered to Gray’s 2000 Social Story writing guidelines (Delano &
Snell, 2006; Scattone, 2008). Dodd et al., (2008) employed the 2004 set of guidelines as
Soenksen and Alper (2006) utilized the 2005 recommendations. Four studies created
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stories independent of Gray’s guidelines (Barry & Burlew, 2004; Klett & Turan, 2012;
Sansoti & Powell-Smith, 2006; Swaggart & Gagnon, 1995). Only three of the 24 studies
deviated from the recommended Social Story guidelines by adding pictures (Agosta et al,,
2004) and by delivering the story via multimedia formats (Sansoti & Powell-Smith, 2008;
Hagiwara & Myles, 1999.)
Social Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors. Social
Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors were also created with a variety
of Social Story guidelines. Some studies followed Gray’s guidelines precisely, but others
varied from the original recommendations. Three of the 19 studies adhered to Gray’s
1995 recommendations for writing Social Stories (Bledsoe et al., 2003; Chan & O’Reilly,
2008; Thiemann & Goldstein, 2001). Two studies employed the 1997 recommendations
(Brownell, 2002; Norris & Dattilo, 1999). Scattone, Wilczynski, Edwards, and Rabian
(2002) adhered to the 1998 version of Gray’s guidelines. Two studies followed Gray’s
1993 guidelines, but added photos to the story (Agosta et al., 2004; Graetz et al., 2009).
Adams et al., (2004) implemented the reading of Social Stories that adhered to Gray’s
1993 guidelines but varied in that the one narrative addressed four inappropriate
behaviors. Swaggart and Gagnon (1995) utilized Gray’s 1993 guidelines as well, but
included modifications such as using pictures. Other modifications were included, but the
study is not specific as to what these other modifications are. Three studies employed the
2000 recommendations: two of those three included deviations. Whereas Kuoch and
Mirenda (2003) strictly followed the 2000 guidelines, Crozier and Tincani (2005)
deviated from them by employing a different sentence ratio and leaving out suggested
words. Mancil et al., (2009) also modified the guidelines to include a multi-media
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component that would allow a comparison between a paper Social Story and a
PowerPoint Social Story. Reynhout and Carter (2007) created their story in accordance
with Gray’s 2003 guidelines. Dodd et al., (2008) followed Gray’s 2004 recommendations
to change their participants’ inappropriate behaviors.
Three studies did not definitively identify utilizing a specific set of Social Story
writing guidelines. Kuttler et al., (1998) and Lorimer et al., (2002) did not adhere to any
version of Gray’s guidelines. Quilty (2007) also did not identify which guidelines were
followed but did state the authors of the Social Stories viewed Gray’s 2000 instructional
video prior to writing these stories.
Effectiveness by Social Story Construction. When focusing on increasing
appropriate behaviors, Social Stories that did not adhere to any of Gray's guidelines were
the most effective. Eighty-three percent of these stories obtained highly effective PND
scores. Of the guidelines employed, Gray's 2000 guidelines produced highly effective
PND scores for 55% of their stories. The second most effective of Gray's guidelines were
Gray's 1993 and 1995 guidelines. Thirty-three percent of the studies employing either set
of guidelines obtained highly effective PND scores. The least effective Social Stories
were those that met the criteria for two sets of guidelines such as those that reported
adhering to Grays's 1993/1995, 1994/1997, and 1998/2000 guidelines. Social Stories
adhering to Gray's 2004 guidelines were also the least effective.
When focusing on deceasing inappropriate behaviors, the most effective set of
Gray's guidelines were the 1997 guidelines. Eighty percent of these stories (within one
study) obtained highly effective PND scores. Sixty-six percent of the stories (within one
study) adhering to the 1998 guidelines were highly effective. Stories that followed Gray's
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2000 guidelines were the next most effective stories with 45% of their stories obtaining
highly effective PND scores. Stories that adhered to the 1994 guidelines as well as storied
that did not adhere to any guidelines were the next most effective stories with 33% of the
studies obtaining highly effective PND scores. Gray's 1993, 1994, 2002, and 2004 were
the least effective stories.
Discussion. The large number of guidelines makes it difficult to establish the
effectiveness of Social Stores as the procedures for developing the intervention
continually change. If Social Stories were effective in one study, but not in another, it is
unclear whether this discrepancy should be attributed to the construction of the Social
Story or some other factor. Future research should specifically compare the various
guidelines to begin to determine whether the different guidelines actually produce
different outcomes. It might be possible, for example, to use an alternating treatments
design to compare the effects of the Social Stories developed with the 1994 guidelines
with Social Stories developed with the 2010 guidelines. If differential effects were
found, it may be possible to identify the specific aspects of the Social Story that produced
this effect. This, in turn, could inform future guideline creation.
Future research may also survey parents and professionals to determine whether
they are actually adhering to Gray’s guidelines. It may be that researchers adhere to the
guidelines as a basis for Social Story construction, but that this construction is different
than what is used in the “real world.” If researchers are relying upon the “Gr-eight”
formula, but practitioners are not, this may represent a research-to-practice gap.
Alternatively, practitioners may be using their own formulas based on what works with
individual clients. Understanding how these Social Stories are created, and what
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separates effective from ineffective Social Stories, may also influence future guidelines
regarding Social Story construction.
Social Story Implementation
Social Stories implemented to increase appropriate behaviors. Ten of the 24
studies followed Gray’s suggestion that the story be read immediately prior to the data
collection session. Nine studies included comprehension questions following the reading
of the story to assess individual understanding of the Social Story (Crozier & Tincani,
2007; Delano & Snell, 2006; Dodd et al., 2008; Hanley-Hochdorfer et al., 2010; Ivey et
al., 2004; Kassardjian et al. 2014; Klett & Turan, 2012; Scattone et al., 2006; Schneider
& Goldstein, 2010). There were, however, several deviations from these procedures
including additional procedures and additional readings of the Social Story. In addition
to reading the story immediately prior to data collection, some studies either included
other strategies in between the reading of the Social Story and the data collection session
such as prompts (Sansoti & Powell-Smith, 2008), role playing (Thiemann & Goldstein,
2001), watching a video of the skill being performed (Bernard-Ripoli, 2007), watching a
video of the participant performing the task also known as Video-Self Modeling (Sansoti
& Powell-Smith, 2008), and roleplaying (Chan & O’Reilly, 2008). Swaggart and Gagnon
(1995) read their story once in the morning each day as opposed to immediately before
the data collection session. Other studies added an additional reading of their Social Story
each day such as Ivey, Heflin, and Alberto (2004), Sansoti and Powell-Smith (2006), and
Scattone et al., (2006).
Social Stories implemented to decrease inappropriate behaviors. Four out of
the 19 studies read the Social Stories only once a day and immediately prior to the data
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collection session (Brownell, 2002; Crozier & Tincani, 2005; Dodd et al., 2008; Mancil
et al., 2009). Norris and Dattilo (1999) read the Social Story to their participant within 10
to 15 min of the beginning of the data collection session. Swaggart and Gagnon (1995)
deviated from Gray’s recommendations by reading the Social Story each morning instead
of before the data collection session, and added the use of a response cost procedure
during treatment. Scattone et al., (2002) had two participants read the story; one read the
story immediately prior to the data collection session and the other read the story 1 hr
prior to the data collection session. Kuoch and Mirenda (2003) read the Social Story
immediately prior to the data collection session but allowed verbal exchanges about the
story between the teacher and the participant immediately prior to the data collection
session. Iskander and Rosales (2013) read the Social Story prior to the data collection
session, but allowed the participant to ask questions about the story and implemented a
DRO procedure. Reynhout and Carter (2007) read the story prior to the data collection
session, had the participant answer questions, had the story visually available, and
referred to the story in the final experimental phase.
Additional readings of the Social Story were added to the following studies:
Bledsoe, Smith, and Simpson (2003) read the Social Story to their participant
immediately prior to the data collection session and each morning for five consecutive
mornings prior to the day on which the first treatment data collection session occurred.
Agosta et al., (2004) read the Social Story to their participant twice earlier in the day,
once prior to the data collection session, and referred to the story again if the target
behavior occurred during the session. Graetz et al., (2009) read the Social Story twice
daily with one of these times being immediately prior to the data collection session. They
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also read the Social Story subsequent times if the participant engaged in the target
behavior during the session. Kuttler et al., (1998) read the Social Story prior to the
session, made it visually available to the participant, and referred to it after the target
behavior occurred. Lorimer, Simpson, Myles, and Ganz (2002) read the Social Story once
each morning, prior to therapy, anytime that the participant had to wait while adults
spoke, anytime the participant had to wait for any reason, and after the target behavior
occurred. The story was always visually available to the participant as well. In addition to
variations in the frequency of reading the Social Stories, there were variations among
implementation procedures as studies included additional procedures that changed when
the Social Story was read in relation to the data collection series.
Several stories included additional procedural modifications, such as role-playing.
Chan and O’Reilly (2008) read the Social Story, had the participant answer
comprehension questions, and had the participant engage in role-plays prior to the data
collection session. Thiemann and Goldstein (2001) had the participant read the story at
home, read the story prior to the session, engaged in referring to cue cards, participated in
role playing, and utilized prompts when necessary during the session, and obtained
feedback at the end of the session.
Adams et al., (2004) and Quilty (2007) did not adequately describe the
implementation of the Social Story intervention.
Effectiveness by Social Story Implementation. Social Stories targeting an
increase in appropriate behaviors were most effective when paired with other procedures
such as video modeling, reinforcement systems and role playing. Forty-five percent of
studies that employed Social Stories in addition to another procedure obtained highly
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effective PND scores. Thirty-three percent of experiments that included reading the
Social Story twice per day obtained highly effective PND scores. Reading the Social
Story prior to the session results was only highly effective for 16% of those studies that
employed this procedure. Reading the story without questions, only reading the story
multiple times per day, and adding the ability to see the story during the intervention
obtained 0% highly effective PND scores.
Social Stories focusing on decreasing inappropriate behaviors were most effective
when read prior to the data collection session followed by comprehension questions as
well as when read multiple times per day with no questions. Both procedures obtained
highly effective PND scores for 33% of its interventions. Reading the story prior to the
data collection session without the use of comprehension questions was the next most
effective procedure obtaining highly effective PND scores for 36% of its interventions.
Surprisingly, Social Stories read when implementing additional procedures were the least
effective with only 7% of the studies obtaining a highly effective PND score.
Discussion. Implementation procedures varied significantly across the reviewed
studies. These variations include changes in the frequency of reading the story, the
temporal location of the story in regards to the data collection session as well as the target
behavior, the addition of strategies incorporated to increase comprehension, and the
addition of other effective procedures. Some studies had the individual read the story
only one time per day, whereas other studies had the individual read the story several
times per day. Various studies altered the temporal location of the Social Story in regards
to the data collection period by reading the Social Story minutes prior to the session,
whereas others read the story for days prior to the session and in response to a target
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behavior during the data collection period. Other studies included additional readings of
the Social Story after the individual engaged in the target behavior. Stories also varied
based on whether or not they included comprehension strategies that Gray identified such
as comprehension questions and real-life pictures (Gray, 2010). With such variations
among implementation procedures, it is quite difficult for researchers to compare studies
and for parents, teachers, and professionals to know the best manner in which to
implement a Social Story intervention. Among one of the most important differences in
implementation procedures is the addition of other strategies such as participating in roleplaying and/or video self-modeling, adding visual cues, or providing prompts or
corrective feedback. Without a consistent implementation method, it is extremely
difficult to compare these studies especially since the frequency with which the
individual reads the story, the temporal location of reading the story in relation to the data
collection session, the inclusion of comprehension questions, and the inclusion of other
researched based methods after reading the Social Story could possibly affect a
participant’s comprehension of the story. Future research should focus on investigating a
specific set of recommendations to determine whether Social Stories are effective in
changing behavior.
Functional Behavior Assessments and Functional Analyses
As many Social Stories have been implemented to reduce challenging behaviors it
might be expected for many of these studies to have conducted a Functional Behavior
Assessment (FBA) or a Functional Analysis (FA) prior to treatment. These two
assessment procedures are employed to possibly identify the function of target behaviors
(Iwata et al., 1994). The employment of these assessments is imperative when a
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practitioner or researcher is targeting a specific behavior for reduction. Once the function
of a behavior has been identified, a treatment that is more likely to be effective can be
chosen from possible treatments.
Among the studies that focused on decreasing target behaviors (these assessments
are rarely used when increasing behavior), only seven (26%) employed one of these
assessments or even discussed the function of the target behavior. Adams et al., (2004)
conducted a FA and determined that their participant’s engagement in crying, screaming,
falling to the floor, and hitting were all maintained by escape from non-preferred stimuli.
They were not successful in decreasing these target behaviors and received a PND score
of 0 for all four behaviors. Crozier and Tincani (2005) employed the Motivation
Assessment Scale (MAS) and identified attention as the function of their participants’
talking out in class. The Social Story intervention was successful in decreasing
frequencies of the individual talking out receiving a PND score of 100%, but included
prompts within the study as well. Lorimer et al., (2002) also completed the MAS and
determined that their participant engaged in tantrumming to gain attention and to gain
access to tangible objects, and engaged in interrupting others for attention. The study was
successful in decreasing the participant’s interrupting others, but was not able to decease
the tantrumming. Iskander and Rosales (2013) employed the Problem Behavior
Questionnaire (PBQ) prior to implementing a Social Story intervention to decrease
interrupting others and being off task. The intervention was not successful as all target
behaviors obtained PND score of 50% or below. Three other studies conducted FBAs in
an attempt to identify the function of the target behaviors. Most of these studies did not
determine a specific function but rather reported various reasons for the target behaviors
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such as their participants’ inability to communicate, inability to predict their day,
uncertainty of expectations, and other reasons (Agosta et al., 2004; Mancil et al., 2009;
and Quilty, 2007).
Discussion. It is possible that behavior function could affect the effectiveness of a
Social Story. When delivering Social Stories as an intervention, attention is typically
provided to the individual. This can be in the form of simply reading the story, or in
asking comprehension questions and clarifying the story. If behavior was maintained by
attention, and attention was provided through the Social Story prior to the time when
inappropriate behavior occurs, it is possible that attention would become less valuable.
This, in turn, might decrease the likelihood of behavior. The result would be the
appearance that the Social Story was effective, when really a procedure more akin to
noncontingent reinforcement (Carr et al., 2009) was responsible for the behavior
reduction.
This hypothesis is somewhat supported by the results of this review. Lorimer et
al., (2002), for example, were able to decrease target behaviors maintained by attention
but not those behaviors maintained by access to tangible items. Other studies were not
successful in decreasing target behaviors maintained escape (e.g., Adams et al., 2004).
Future research on Social Stories should include a functional analysis prior to
implementing interventions to decrease inappropriate behavior. In addition to generally
including functional analyses in future research on Social Stories, future researchers
could directly investigate whether Social Stories are more effective for attention
maintained behavior, and, if so, whether it is the provision of attention or the Social Story
that produces the effect.
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Conclusion and Future Research
Social Stories employed to both increase appropriate behaviors and decrease
inappropriate behaviors have reported mixed findings. There are many holes within the
research for experimenters to fill. There are variances in age groups, diagnoses, Social
Story construction, and Social Story implementation. Further, many studies have not
employed rigorous experimental designs. With such variations between these studies,
researchers are not yet able to identify Social Stories as an evidence-based practice. More
research is needed to identify the precise differences between Social Stories that are
identified as having a “highly effective outcome,” having a “fair outcome,” having a
“questionable outcome,” and being an “unreliable treatment.”
One possible explanation for the varying results among studies that aimed to
decrease target behaviors is the function of the targeted behavior. For a few individuals
with attention maintained inappropriate behaviors, a Social Story was effective in
reducing these behaviors. As Social Stories were not able to decrease target behaviors
maintained by escape and access to tangibles in some instances, it could be possible that
Social Stories primarily have an effect on attention maintained behaviors. If researchers
could identify a possible relation between behavior function and Social Story
effectiveness, they could advise parents, therapists, and other practitioners as to when
Social Stories would be effective. By further researching the effect behavior function has
on the efficacy of Social Stories, researchers could possibly pinpoint whether a Social
Story could be included as an evidence-based treatment for behaviors with specific
functions. Table 1 provides a summary of studies employing Social Stories to increase
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appropriate behavior. Table 2 provides a summary of studies employing Social Stories to
decrease inappropriate behaviors.

49

Table 1
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants

Diagnosis

Target
Behaviors

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)

PND

Agosta,
N=1
Graetz,
6 yo M
Mastropieri,
& Scruggs
(2004)

ASD

Quiet sitting

1993 with
pictures

Read 2x daily, ABCA
3rd time prior to
sessions, upon
occurrence of
target behavior
with
reinforcement

44%

Barry &
Burlew
(2004)

ASD

Participants 12: Choice
making, and
appropriate
play

None
identified

Read prior to
session and
practice skills
with feedback

1- Choice making,
100%
Appropriate play,
100%
2- Choice making,
90.1%
Appropriate play,
100%

N=2
7 yo F
8 yo M

ABCD,
Multiple
Baseline
across
participants

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

BernardRipoli

Participants

N=1
9 yo M

Diagnosis

AS

(2007)

Bledsoe,
Myles, &
Simpson
(2003)

N=1
13 yo M

AS

Target
Behaviors
Identifying
emotions
associated
actions

Wiping mouth

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1993/1994
Read story and AB
watched video
prior to session
with
reinforcers and
questions about
video
None
1 x daily for 5
ABAB
identified
days before
session, 2nd
time prior to
session,
visually
available upon
request or
teacher
suggestion
(table continues)
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PND

Associated actions,
100%
Labeling emotions,
0%

22%

Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants

Chan &
O’Reilly
(2008)

N=2
5 yo M
6 yo M

Cihak,
Kildare,
Smith,
McMahone,
QuinnBrown
(2012)

N=4
11 yo M
12 yo M
13 yo M
14 yo M

Diagnosis

ASD

ASD
ASD
ASD
AS

Target
Behaviors
Participant 12: Hand
raising
Participant 2Social
Interactions
Time on task

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1995
Read prior to
Multiple
session with
Probe across
questions and
behaviors
role playing

None
identified

Social Story
videos
including
modeling
watched prior
to session

BAB

(table continues)
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PND

1- Hand raising,
100%
2- Hand raising, 77%,
Social interactions,
100%,
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants

Diagnosis

Crozier &
Tincani
(2007)

N=3
3 yo M
3 yo M
5 yo M

ASD

Delano &
Snell
(2006)

N=3
6 yo M
6 yo M
9 yo M

ASD

Dodd,
Hupp,
Jewell, &
Krohn
(2007)

N=2
9 yo M

PDD-NOS

Target
Behaviors
Participant 1sitting
appropriately
Participant 2talk to peers
Participant 3appropriate
play
Participant 13: seconds on
social
engagement,
social skills
Increase
compliments

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
PND
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1995
Read prior to
ABAB
1- 81%
session with
2- 0%
questions
3- 50%

2000

Read prior to
session with
questions

Multiple
Baseline
across
participants

1&3- SSE- 100%
SS- 100%
2- SSE-93%
SS- 73%

2004

Read prior to
session with
questions

1- Multiple
Baseline
across
participants
2- Multiple
Baseline
across
behaviors

1- 66%
2- 23%

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants

Hagiwara & N=3
Myles
7 yo M
7 yo M
(1999)
9 yo M

HanleyHochdorfer,
Bray,
Kehle, &
Elinoff
(2010)

N=4
6 yo M
9 yo F
11 yo M
12 yo M

Diagnosis

ASD

AS
ASD
AS
AS

Target
Behaviors
Participant 1
& 2- Hand
washing
Participant 3duration of
on-task
behavior
Participant 14: verbal
imitation,
contingent
responses

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
Multimedia Read 1 time
Multiple
1994, 1994, per day
Baseline
and 1995
across
settings

1993, 2000

Read Social
Story and
questions 4
times per week

Multiple
Baseline
across
participants

(table continues)
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PND

1- 11%
27%
80%
2- 0%
87.5%
50%
3- 40%
22%
1- VI 38%
CR 31%
2- VI 1%
CR 36%
3- VI 11%
CR 11%

Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Ivey,
Heflin, &
Alberto
(2004)

Participants

N=3
5 yo M
5 yo M
7 yo M

Kassardjian, N=3
et al. (2014) 5 yo M
5 yo M
5 yo F
Klett &
Turan
(2012)

N=3
9 yo F
11 yo F
12 yo F

Diagnosis

Target
Behaviors

PDD-NOS

Participant 13: Teaching
independence
with novel
tasks

AS
AS
ASD
ASD

Participant 13: Tell peer
about cool
event
Participant 13: Feminine
napkin routine

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1993, 1994
Read 1 time
ABAB
per day for 5
days, answered
any questions,
read before
therapy, and
visually
available
1994
Read prior to
Alternating
session with
treatment to
reinforcement
compare
system
teaching
procedures
2000 with
Read 1x daily
Multiple
photos
with questions Baseline
across
participants
(table continues)
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PND

1- 25%
2 & 3- 37.5%

1- 0%
2- 0%
3- 0%

1- 100%
2- 25%
3- 20%

Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Leaf et al.,
(2012)

Participants

N=6
5 yo M
5 yo M
5 yo M
6 yo M
12 yo M
13 yo M

Diagnosis

ASD
AS
PDD-NOS
ASD
ASD
ASD

Target
Behaviors
3 of 18
varying Social
Skills

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1995
Read story
Multiple
prior to session Baseline
with questions across
added
behaviors
reinforcer

PND

1- 72%
100%
56%
2- 0%
58%
0%
3- 75%
0%
0%
4- 50%
17%
24%
5- 100%
6%
83%
6-86%
92%
92%

(table continues)
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Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants

Diagnosis

Target
Behaviors

Norris &
Dattilo
(1999)

N=1
8 yo F

ASD

Social
Interactions

Sansoti &
PowellSmith
(2006)

N=3
9 yo M
10 yo M
13 yo M

AS

Participant 1joining in
conversations

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1994, 1997
Read prior to
AB
lunch,
questions
during story,
and visually
available
None
Read both
Multiple
identified
before school
Baseline
and at the end
across
of school
participants

PND

16.6%

1- 15%
2- 95%
3- 50%

Participant 2Sportsmanship

Sansoti &
PowellSmith
(2008)

N=3
6 yo M
8 yo M
9 yo M

AS
ASD
ASD

Participant 3maintaining
conversations
Participant 1
1998, 2000
& 3: joining in
Participant 2:
maintaining
conversations

1 time per day
before event
via VSM with
questions
during the first
week

Multiple
Baseline
across
participants

(table continues)
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1-80%
2- 77.7%
3-57.1%

Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Scattone,
Tingstrom,
&
Wilczynski
(2006)
Scattone
(2008)

Participants

Diagnosis

N=3
8 yo M
8 yo M
13 yo M

ASD

N=1
9 yo M

AS

Schneider
N=3
& Goldstein 5 yo M
(2010)
6 yo M
10 yo M

ASD

Target
Behaviors

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
Participant 1- 1998
1 time per day Multiple
3: Appropriate
prior to free
Baseline
social
time with
across
interactions
questions until participants
mastered
Eye contact,
None
SS with video
Multiple
smiling,
identified
modeling
Baseline
initiating
viewed at home across
social
and again prior behaviors
interactions
to session
Participant 13: on task
behavior

1998

Read before
session with
questions

Multiple
Baseline
across
participants

(table continues)
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PND

1- 10%
2- 89%
3- 69%

Eye contact- 100%
Smile 67%
Social interactions
90%
1- 50%
2- 12%
3- 0%

Table 1 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Increase Appropriate Behaviors
Authors

Soenksen &
Alper
(2006)

Swaggart &
Gagnon
(1995)

Participants

N=1
5 yo M

N=3
7 yo M
7 yo M
11 yo F

Diagnosis

Target
Behaviors

Hyperplexia Say peer
name, look at
peer

PDD
ASD
ASD

Participant 1
&2: Share
materials

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
PND
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1995
Read to group
Multiple
At recessin class and
Baseline
Look 69%
participant read across
Say 77%
to class
settings
Choice timeLook 30%
Say 80%

1993/1994

Participant 3:
greet others
and parallel
play
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Read 1x per
morning

AB

Math classLook 0%
Say 0%
20%
No graph available

Table 2
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants

Diagnosis

N=1
7 yo M

ASD

Crying,
hitting,
falling to
the floor,
screaming

Agosta,
N=1
Graetz,
6 yo M
Mastropieri,
& Scruggs
(2004)

ASD

Screaming

1993 with
pictures

Bledsoe,
Myles &
Simpson
(2003)

AS

Spilling
liquids

Discussed
1997 but not
clearly
stated

Adams,
Gouvousis,
VanLue, &
Waldron
(2004)

N=1
13 yo M

Target
Behaviors

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
PND
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1993 with 4 Read prior to
ABAB
0%
behaviors
session
0%
0%
0%
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Read 2 times
ABCA
prior to
session, before
circle time,
upon
occurrence of
the target
behavior with
reinforcement
system
Read prior to
ABAB
session,
visually
available upon
request and
teacher
suggestions
(table continues)

FBA/FA

FA-Escape
function for 4
behaviors

80%

Observed
function- selfstimulation,
attention,
communicative
intent

0%

No

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Brownell
(2002)

Participants

Diagnosis

N=4
6-9 yo M

ASD

Target
Behaviors
Participant
1- TV talk
Participant
2- number
of directions
given

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
PND
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
1997
Read prior to
1 & 3 ABAC Read
session
2 & 4 ACAB 1- 80%
2- 100%
3- 80%
4- 100%
Sung
1- 100%
2- 60%
3- 100%
4- 80%

Participant
3- loud
talking
Participant
4- loud
talking
(table continues)
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FBA/FA

No

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants Diagnosis

Chan &
O’Reilly
(2008)

N=2
5 yo M
6 yo M

ASD

Crozier &
Tincani
(2005)

N=1
8 yo M

ASD

Crozier &
Tincani
(2007)

N=100
5 yo M

ASD

Target
Behaviors

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
PND
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
Participant
1995
Read prior to
Multiple
1- inapp
1session with
Probe across interactions
Inappropriate
questions and
behaviors
100%
vocalizations
role play
Inapp
Participant
vocalizations
275%
inappropriate
vocalizations
2- inapp
and
vocalizations,
inappropriate
no results
interactions
Talking out
2000 with
Read prior to
ABAC
100%
in class
deviations
session
(different
ratio and
words used)
Participant 1: 1995
Read prior to
ABAB
50%
Inappropriate
session with
play
questions
(table continues)

62

FBA/FA

No

MASAttention

No

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants Diagnosis

Target
Behaviors

Dodd,
Hupp,
Jewell, &
Krohn
(2007)

N=1
9 yo M

PDDNOS

Number of
directive
given to
peer

Graetz,
Mastropieri,
& Scruggs
(2009)

N=3
12 yo M
13 yo M
12 yo F

ASD

Participant
1- dropping
to the floor
Participant
2- high
pitch voice
Participant
3- hands in
mouth

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
2004
Read prior to
1- Multiple
session with
Baseline
questions
across
participants
2- Multiple
Baseline
across
behaviors
1993 with
Read twice
Multiple
photos
daily, once
Baseline
before session
across
and read upon
participants
occurrence of
target behavior
for 1
participant,
visually
available
(table continues)
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PND

FBA/FA

100%

No

1- 100%
2- 81%
3- 45%

No

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Iskander &
Rosales
(2013)

Participants

Diagnosis

N=2
8 yo M
11 yo M

PDDNOS

Target
Behaviors
Participant
1interrupting
others,
getting out
of seat

Social Story
Social Story
Experimental
Construction Implementation
Design
(Guidelines)
2000
Read before
Multiple
session with
Baseline
questions,
across
participant able behaviors
to ask
questions with
DRO

Participant
2- off task,
interrupting
others,

PND

1- interrupt
others-50%
Out of seat22%
2- off task
0%
Interrupt
others- 0%

(table continues)

64

FBA/FA

No

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Kuoch &
Mirenda
(2003)

Participants Diagnosis

N=3
3 yo M
5 yo M
6 yo M

ASD
ASD
PDDNOS

Target
Behaviors
Participant
1Aggression,
yelling,
crying

Social Story
Construction
(Guidelines)
2000

Participant
2Hands in
pants, made
sounds,
throwing up

Social Story
Experimental
Implementation
Design
Read prior to
session with
some
exchanges
about pictures
and corrective
feedback

1 & 2- ABA
3- ACABA

Participant
3- cheating,
touch others,
negative
comments
(table continues)
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PND

1- 0%
2- 0%
3- 25%

FBA/FA

No

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Kuttler,
Myles, &
Carlson
(1998)

Lorimer,
Simpson,
Myles, &
Ganz
(2002)

Participants Diagnosis

N=1
12 yo M

N=1
5 yo M

ASD &
Fragile X

ASD

Target
Behaviors
Tantrum

Tantrum;
interrupt
others

Social Story
Construction
(Guidelines)
None clearly
identified

None
identified but
viewed 199
video

Social Story
Experimental
Implementation
Design
Read prior,
ABA
always
available,
referred to
upon the
occurrence of
target behavior
Read each
ABAB
morning,
before therapy,
before adults
talk, before
waiting, always
visible, referred
to upon the
occurrence of
target behavior
(table continues)

66

PND

Lunch
time90%
Work
time100%
Interrupt
others87.5%,
Tantrum0%

FBA/FA

No

MASAttention,
tangible

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Mancil,
Haydon, &
Whitby
(2009)

Participants Diagnosis

N=3
6 to 9 yo
2M, 1 F

ASD

Target
Behaviors
Participant
1-3: Pushing

Social Story
Construction
(Guidelines)
2000 with
PowerPoint
and Paper
format

Social Story
Experimental
Implementation
Design
Read prior to
session with
questions only
in training

ABABCBC

(table continues)
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PND

CASST
Recess
1- 50%
2- 83%
3- 0%
CASST
Class
1-3 100%,
Paper
Recess
1-100%,
2-100%,
3- 50%
Paper
Class
1- 88%
2- 100%
3- 100%

FBA/FA

Teacher
hypothesized
attention, and
to escape
attention

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants Diagnosis

Norris &
Dattilo
(1999)

N=1
8 yo F

ASD

Quilty
(2007)

N=3
6 yo M
10 yo M
10 yo M

ASD

Target
Behaviors

Social Story
Construction
(Guidelines)
Inappropriate 1994, 1997
interactions

Participant
1- saying “
go home”

None
identified but
viewed 2000
video

Social Story
Experimental
Implementation
Design
Read 10 to 15
AB
min prior to
lunch with
questions
during story
Different plans, Multiple
not identified
Baseline
across
participants

Participant
2- physical
aggression
Participant
3inappropriate
class
behaviors
(table continues)

68

PND

FBA/FA

16.6%

No

0%,
0%
0%

FBA- unable
to predict ay,
inability to
communicate,
unsure
expectations

Table 2 (continued)
Studies Employing Social Stories to Decrease Inappropriate Behaviors
Authors

Participants Diagnosis

Target
Behaviors

Reynhout
& Carter
(2007)

N=1
8 yo M

ASD, ID

Hand
tapping

Scattone,
Wilczynski,
Edwards, &
Rabian
(2002)

N=3
7 yo M
7 yo M
15 yo M

ASD

Participant
1- chair
tipping

Swaggart & N=3
Gagnon
7 yo M
(1995)
7 yo M
11 yo F

Social Story
Construction
(Guidelines)
2000, 2003

1998

Participant
2- shouting

PDD
ASD
ASD

Participant
3Staring
Participant
1-3:
aggression
(grabbing)

Social Story
Experimental
Implementation
Design
Read prior to
session with
questions,
always visible,
and referred in
C condition
Read before
class for 3
participants
and read one
hour before for
final
participant,
visually
available

1993/1994
Read each
with
morning with
modifications response cost
procedure

69

PND

FBA/FA

ABC

20%,

No

Multiple
Baseline
across
participants

Participant No
1- 100%,
Participant
2- 71.4%
Participant
3- 91.6%

AB

No graph
available

No

Chapter 3
Method
Participants
The study took place in a private school that serves school-aged children and
young adults with disabilities. Teachers were asked to complete referral forms
(Appendix A) with the goal being the identification of individuals who engaged in
disruptive behavior that was likely maintained by attention. On this referral form, the
teachers were asked to provide information about target behaviors such as the name and
definition of the behavior, when and where the behavior was most likely to occur, how
frequently the behavior occurred, previously attempted interventions, and the specific
antecedents and consequences surrounding the occurrence of the behavior. Only
participants who displayed a behavior that the teacher perceived as possibly maintained
by attention were considered for the study.
The teacher referral forms identified 10 individuals whose target behaviors were
possibly maintained by attention which was inferred when behaviors were typically
followed by the provision of attention from the teacher and/or peers. Parent Permission
(Appendix B) forms were mailed to the parents of all 10 individuals. The first five
participants to return their parent permission forms were included in the prescreening
procedures (see below). Signed consent was then obtained from the parents of each
participant. The participants included four males and one female: Pete, age 7 years; Rob,
age 8 years; Tom, age 9 years; Ian, age 14 years, and Beth, age 24 years. All five
participants were diagnosed with Down syndrome. After receiving five permission forms
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and obtaining signed consent, the participants entered the prescreening phase described in
the Assessments section below.
Setting
All sessions were conducted within the private school, but specific settings varied
for each participant. Beth’s functional analysis (FA) and intervention took place in a
vocational workroom across the hall from her classroom. This setting enabled Beth and
the researcher to have minimal disruption from Beth’s classmates. Pete’s FA and
intervention took place in an alcove outside his classroom. This setting was familiar to
Pete and reduced extraneous disruptive behaviors. Rob’s FA and intervention also took
place in an alcove outside his classroom that was typically used by the teacher for oneon-one instruction. Tom and Ian’s FA and intervention took place in the library down the
hall from their classroom. The library enabled minimal disruption from their classmates.
Assessments
In order to assess the function of target behaviors, both informal and formal
assessments were employed. Informal assessments included parent interviews, teacher
interviews, two direct 30 min observations by the researcher, and the Questions about
Behavioral Functional Scales (QABF) (Matson, Bamburg, Cherry, & Paclawskyj, 1999).
These informal assessments were employed as prescreening procedures. The only formal
assessment conducted was a functional analysis of the target behavior.
Prescreening Procedures
Parent and Teacher Interviews. After obtaining parental permission for study
participation, the researcher met with each participant’s teacher and contacted the
participant’s parents by phone to conduct a brief interview (Appendix C) concerning the
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participant’s target behaviors. The goal of these interviews was to obtain background
information on the participant and to further ascertain whether their target behavior was
attention maintained. If the behavior occurred only at school, the researcher did not ask
the parents questions 3–5 as the questions were no longer applicable.
Observations. Two 30 min observations were conducted for each participant.
During these observations, the researcher did not interact with the participant. The goals
of these sessions were to collect data on the antecedents and consequences of target
behavior for each individual. A simple ABC (antecedent- behavior- consequence) data
sheet was completed during each observation.
Questions about Behavioral Function. After the interviews had been conducted,
teachers were asked to complete the Questions about Behavioral Function (QABF)
assessment on their students’ target behavior. The QABF is often used as an indirect
method of hypothesizing the function of the behavior (Matson et al., 1999), and is a
questionnaire that consists of 25 items and employs a 4-point Likert scale to assess the
following target behavior functions: attention, escape, access to tangibles, non-social, and
physical (i.e., the reduction of pain). The 4-point scale allows the respondent to rate a
behavior as occurring either “never”, “rarely”, “some”, or “often”.
If the interviews and QABF results determined that the antecedents and the
consequences surrounding the target behavior involved attention, the parent and teacher
interviews indicated that the behavior might have been attention maintained, and the
QABF identified attention as a possible maintaining variable, a functional analysis (Iwata
et al., 1994) was conducted.
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Functional Analysis Procedures
A functional analysis was conducted on the target behavior of each individual.
The procedures were similar to those described in Iwata et al., (1994). The deviations
from these procedures included that each session lasted 5 min, that an access to tangible
items session was conducted, and that an alone session was not conducted. The four
conditions evaluated included an attention, escape, access to tangible items, and a control
condition (described below). Each condition lasted 5 minutes and was repeated across
three sessions per condition arranged in a random order. An alone condition was not
included in this study as the private school requested that the researcher not perform this
condition due to concerns for the well-being of the participants. Each condition was
paired with a different color shirt worn by the researcher to serve as a discriminative
stimulus for each condition.
Attention. In the attention condition, the researcher and the participant sat
together at a table. The researcher provided 30 s of non-contingent attention. After 30 s
had elapsed, the researcher delivered the statement, “I have some work to do.” The
experimenter then assumed the appearance of completing paperwork. If the participant
engaged in the target behavior, the researcher immediately delivered attention for 5 s in
the form of a disapproval statement by saying, “I don’t like it when you (target
behavior).” The researcher then turned back toward her work. Any other occurrence of
the target behavior resulted in the same delivery of attention in the form of the same
disapproval statement. The delivery of attention contingent on the presence of the target
behavior continued for the remainder of the 5 min session. If the participant did not
engage in the target behavior, the researcher continued to complete paperwork until the
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end of the session. Any other response displayed by the participant was ignored, and the
researcher refrained from interacting with the participant during the session unless the
participant left his/her chair. In this case, the researcher prompted the participant back to
his/her chair using physical prompting while minimizing attention. The researcher wore
a green shirt during the attention condition.
Escape. In the escape condition, the researcher and the participant sat together at
the table. The researcher provided an academic task identified by the participant’s teacher
as difficult. The researcher also provided the prompt, “Let’s work.” If the participant did
not begin working, the prompt was delivered again along with a demonstration of the
appropriate response to the academic task. If the participant engaged in the target
behavior, the academic task was removed from the participant’s view for 30 s. After the
30 s expired, the academic work and the prompt, “Let’s work” were again provided to the
participant. If the participant did not engage in the target behavior, the participant
continued to engage in the academic task for the remainder of the 5 min session. Any
other response displayed by the participant was ignored, and the researcher refrained
from interacting with the participant during the session unless the participant left his/her
chair. In this case, the researcher prompted the participant back to their chair using
physical prompting while minimizing attention. The researcher wore a red shirt during
the escape condition.
Tangible. In the access to tangible condition, the researcher and the participant
sat at a table together. The researcher provided a toy or item that was identified as
preferred by the participant prior to the session. The participant was given 30 s to
manipulate the item, after which the researcher removed the item. If the participant
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engaged in the target behavior, the researcher presented the item and allowed the
participant to manipulate the item for 30 s before removing it again. The removal and
delivery of the item contingent on the target behavior was continued for the duration of
the session. If the participant did not engage in the target behavior, they remained seated
through the remainder of the 5 min session. Any other response displayed by the
participant was ignored, and the researcher refrained from interacting with the participant
during the session unless the participant left his/her chair. In this case, the researcher
prompted the participant back to their chair using physical prompting while refraining
from delivering attention. The researcher wore a blue shirt during the tangible condition.
Control. During the control condition, the participant and the researcher sat at a
table together. During this 5 min session, the participant had unlimited access to his/her
preferred tangible item, no demands were placed on the participant, and attention was
continuously provided (in the form of a conversation instead of a single reprimand as it
could have been detrimental to the participant to be reprimanded for 5 minutes). Any
occurrence of the target behavior was ignored. This session was included to serve as a
control for the other attention, escape, and tangible conditions. The researcher wore a
black shirt during the control condition.
Target Behaviors
The target behaviors were identified by the teacher on the referral form for four
participants. For one participant, the researcher and the teacher collaborated to identify
the target behavior. Behaviors selected as targets included those that were most
disruptive to the class, occurred relatively frequently, and were perceived to be
maintained by the delivery of attention from the teacher and/or peers.
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Beth’s target behavior was burping, which was defined as noisily releasing air
from the stomach through the mouth. Ian’s target behavior was inappropriate touching,
which was defined as any contact between Ian’s hand and any body part of the
researcher. Pete’s target behavior was physical aggression, which was defined as any
attempt or successful engagement in hitting, kicking, grabbing, slapping, or pulling
another individual. Rob’s target behavior was rubbing pants, which was defined as
rubbing the palms of both hands on his pants from the top of his pants down his inseam to
his thigh. Tom’s target behavior was taking items from others, which was defined as
removing an item from the table that did not belong to him. This definition did not
include Tom touching the item without removing it from the table.
Measurement
Event recording was used to track the occurrence and non-occurrence of the target
behavior during the functional analysis. Each time the behavior occurred, the researcher
made a tally mark on a data sheet (Appendix D). During the intervention sessions the
latency between the presentation of a specific statement (“I have some work to do”) and
the initiation of the target behavior was measured by using a timer. The latency measure
was recorded because each intervention session essentially constituted a trial wherein
behavior could only occur one time before the session was terminated. Latency measures,
therefore, represent a more sensitive measurement system allowing the researcher to
identify increasing or decreasing trends in latency to target behavior. To record latency,
the researcher pressed “start” on a timer when she finished stating, “I have some work to
do.” She then pressed “pause” on the timer upon the emission of the target behavior. If
no target behavior was observed, the researcher recorded 0 min as the latency of the
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behavior on the data sheet (Appendix D). If the target behavior occurred, the researcher
recorded the latency (in minutes and seconds) of the target behavior on the data sheet.
Materials
General materials. General materials that were necessary to complete the study
included the Social Stories written for the participants (Appendix E, four timers, work
tasks, data sheets, interobserver agreement and treatment integrity checklists (Appendix
F, and pens or pencils. One timer (Timer 1) was utilized by the researcher to time the
latency of the target behaviors. A second timer (Timer 2) was used to measure duration
of each Social Story. A second observer also needed two timers to mirror the researcher
when collecting interobserver agreement data. Other items such as a work tasks and
preferred item were needed for the escape and tangible FA sessions. These work tasks
and preferred items were individualized to the ability level and preferences of each
participant.
Social Stories. The Social Stories written for the five participants were
constructed in accordance with Gray’s (2010) most recent guidelines. An individual
Social Story was written for each participant by the teacher in collaboration with the
researcher. Gray suggests that there are seven types of sentences, including (a)
descriptive, (b) perspective, (c) sentences that coach the audience, (d) sentences that
coach the team, (e) sentences that “self-coach”, (f) affirmative sentences, and (g) partial
sentences. A descriptive sentence makes a factual statement about a situation. For
example, “There are many vacation days during the year” (Gray, 2010, p. lv). A
perspective sentence is a “statement that actually refers to or describes, a person’s
internal state or their knowledge, thoughts, feelings, beliefs, opinions, motivation, or
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physical condition or health” (Gray, 2010, p. lvi.) For example, “Many people think that
nice surprises are fun” (Gray, 2010, p. lvi). Three types of coaching sentences are
included to “gently guide the behavior of the individual” (Gray, 2010, p. lvi). The first
type, which is written by the author of the Social Story, focuses on the participants’
behavior. For example, “I will try to follow Mrs. Jones’ directions to the class” (Gray,
2010, p. lvii). The second type of coaching sentence is also written by the author, but
guides the behavior of the team or those involved with the individual with a disability.
For example, “Mr. Clark will try to give me more time to complete each science test”
(Gray, 2010, p. lvii). It is intended to inform the individual about what their team will do
to support him/her. The final coaching sentence again refers to the audience’s behavior.
However, this sentence is written by the audience themselves. For example, “I can use a
paper chain to help me keep track of the number of days until my birthday” (Gray, 2010,
p. lviii). A partial sentence is a sentence with fill in the blanks that can be used to check
comprehension. When reading the story either by themselves or with someone else, the
audience would hopefully fill in those blanks with the appropriate words or phrase. For
example, “Wrapping hides a gift and helps to keep it a _____.” (Gray, 2010, p. lix).
Affirmative sentences are sentences that “express a common shared value or opinion
within a given culture. Specifically, the role of an affirmative sentence is to stress an
important point, refer to a law or rule, or to reassure” (Gray, 2010, p. lviii). For example,
“To stay safe, children take turns going down the slide. This is very important” (Gray,
2010, p. lix).
Descriptive, perspective, affirmative, and coaching the audience sentences were
included in the Social Stories constructed for the purposes of this study. Partial sentences
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were not included as the teachers thought that these sentences would confuse the
participants. Coaching the team sentences were not used as the teachers wanted the
participant to focus on themselves. Self-coaching sentences were not included as the
participants did not participate in the creation of the sentences.
The Social Stories also adhered to the “Gr-eight formula” described by Gray
(2010). Adhering to this formula, the number of describing sentences (which includes the
number of descriptive sentences plus the number of perspective sentences plus the
number of the affirmative sentences) was divided by the number of coaching sentences
and the resulting number was greater than or equal to 2 (a requirement of Gray’s
formula). Once created, the stories were printed in 48 point Times New Roman font black
type on white 8.5in x 11in paper. The story included pictures of the participant engaged
in the activities that the sentences described. For example, if the story identified that the
participant will “use their hands to eat” then a picture of the participant using their hands
to eat was attached above the print.
Beth’s Social Story. Beth’s story (Appendix E) consisted of three descriptive
sentences, two perspective sentences, one affirmative sentence, and two coaching
sentences. The story met Gray’s criteria in that the number of describing sentences
divided by the number of coaching sentences is greater than 2. Figure 4 shows a graphical
representation of Beth's Social Story.
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Figure 4. Beth's Social Story

Ian’s Social Story. Ian’s story (Appendix E) consisted of three descriptive
sentences, three perspective sentences and three coaching sentences. The story met
Gray’s criteria in that the number of describing sentences divided by the number of
coaching sentences equals 2. Figure 5 shows a graphical representation of Ian's Social
Story.

Figure 5. Ian's Social Story

Pete’s Social Story. Pete’s story (Appendix E) consisted of four descriptive
sentences, one coaching sentence, and one affirmative sentence. The story met Gray’s
criteria in that the number of describing sentences divided by the number of coaching
sentences is greater than 2. Firgure 6 represents a graphical representation of Pete's
Social Story.

80

Figure 6. Pete's Social Story

Rob’s Social Story. Rob’s story (Appendix E) consisted of three descriptive
sentences, one coaching sentence, and one affirmative sentence. The story met Gray’s
criteria in that the number of describing sentences divided by the number of coaching
sentences is greater than 2. Figure 7 shows a graphical representation of Rob's Social
Story.

Figure 7. Rob's Social Story

Tom’s Social Story. Tom’s story (Appendix E) consisted of five descriptive
sentences, two coaching sentences, and one affirmative sentence. The story met Gray’s
criteria in that the number of describing sentences divided by the number of coaching
sentences is greater than 2. Figure 8 shows a graphical representation of Tom's Social
Story.
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Figure 8. Tom's Social Story

Once the stories were constructed by the teacher and the researcher, each story
was read by the school’s Behavior Specialist to further ensure the sentence structure and
overall story adhered to Gray’s (2010) recommendations. The Behavior Specialist first
read The 7th Criterion: Seven Types of Social Story Sentences (p. lv-lxi), a tutorial chapter
in “The New Social Story Book” (Gray, 2010) which described the sentence types. The
Behavior Specialist then reviewed each story to classify each sentence as one of the seven
different types. After the Behavior Specialist classified each sentence, the researcher
compared her sentence classifications and calculated the stories’ “Gr-eight formula”
score.
Experimental Design
A reversal design was employed to assess the effect of a Social Story on attention
maintained inappropriate behaviors when implemented as antecedent and a consequence.
This design was used to assess the effects of the following conditions: Baseline, Social
Story Before condition, Social Story After condition, Alternate Story conditions, and
New Teacher Baseline condition. A baseline condition was conducted for all five
participants. After this Baseline, two participants were exposed to Social Story Before
condition followed by the Social Story After condition. The other three participants were
exposed to Social Story After condition followed by the Social Story Before condition.
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The criteria for changing from one condition to the next were that the condition had to
include at least three data points that were either relatively stable, variable (lacking any
directional trend and including large vertical distances in data points on a graphical
display) which indicated no effect, or trending in a non-therapeutic direction
Intervention Procedures
Each intervention session lasted 10 min. One to two sessions were conducted each
day for 3–5 days per week and based on the participant’s school attendance. If two
sessions were conducted during one day, the first was conducted early in the morning and
the second late in the afternoon. The sessions mirrored the attention condition within the
functional analysis. The main variation from the functional analysis format is that the
session was terminated upon the emission of the target behavior and that session lengths
were increased. The conditions conducted included: Baseline, Social Story Before, Social
Story After, and Alternate Story Condition For the conditions other than baseline, a
Social Story was presented either before the beginning of a session, or after the
occurrence of target behavior. The sessions ended when the individual engaged in the
target behavior.
Baseline. Baseline was conducted in a similar fashion to the attention condition
during the functional analysis except that a target behavior terminated the session and
non-contingent attention was not provided at the start of the session. In Baseline, the
researcher and the participant sat at a table together. The researcher delivered the
statement, “I have some work to do.” The researcher started Timer 1, turned away from
the participant, and started working. No other attention was given to the participant. If
the participant engaged in the target behavior, the researcher stopped Timer 1 and
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delivered a reprimand by saying, “I don’t like it when you (target behavior),” and ended
the session. If the participant did not engage in the target behavior, the researcher
continued working for the remainder of the 10 min as the participant sat quietly.
Social Stories Before Condition. In the Social Story Before condition, the
researcher and the participant sat at a table together. The researcher pressed the “start”
button on Timer 2 used to measure reading duration. The researcher read the Social Story
for the participant as the participant listened and looked at the pictures. The researcher
pressed the “stop” button on Timer 2 when she finished reading the Social Story. The
researcher delivered the statement, “I have some work to do.” The researcher pressed the
“start” button on Timer 1, turned away from the participant, and started working. No
other attention was given to the participant. If the participant engaged in the target
behavior, the researcher stopped Timer 1 and delivered the reprimand, “I don’t like it
when you (target behavior,)” and ended the session. If the participant did not engage in
the target behavior, the researcher finished working for the remainder of the 10 min as the
participant sat quietly.
Social Stories After Condition. In the Social Story After condition, the
researcher and the participant sat at a table together. The researcher delivered the
statement, “I have some work to do.” The researcher started Timer 1, turned away from
the participant, and started working. If the participant engaged in the target behavior, the
researcher stopped Timer 1, delivered the reprimand, “I don’t like it when you (target
behavior),” and ended the session. The researcher pressed the “start” button on Timer 2.
The researcher read the Social Story to the participant as the participant listened and
looked at the pictures. The researcher pressed the “stop” button on Timer 2 when she
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finished reading the story. If the participant did not engage in the target behavior, the
researcher finished working for the remainder of the 10 min as the participant sat quietly.
Alternate Story Condition. Upon the demonstration of an effect within the
Social Story Before condition, the Alternate Story Condition (AS) was implemented to
investigate whether the content within the story or the attention from the researcher was
responsible for the behavior change. If the target behavior showed a decreasing trend
during the AS condition as well as the SSB condition, then a parsimonious explanation
would be that it was the attention from the story, rather than content that was responsible
for the effect of the Social Story on behavior. To conduct the AS condition, the
researcher set Timer 2 for the average amount of time that the participant’s Social Story
was read during the SSB and SSA condition. This was done to control for levels of
attention between conditions. The researcher read an alternate story for the participant as
the participant listened and looked at the pictures. This alternate story was provided for
the same duration as the Social Story, but did not discuss the individual or the target
behaviors and was used as a control for the attention provided in reading the Social Story.
The researcher stopped reading when the timer had elapsed. The researcher delivered the
statement, “I have some work to do.” The researcher started Timer 1, turned away from
the participant, and started working. No other attention was given to the participant. If the
participant engaged in the target behavior, the researcher stopped Timer 1 and delivered
the reprimand, “I don’t like it when you (target behavior),” and ended the session. If the
participant did not engage in the target behavior, the researcher finished working for the
remainder of the 10 min as the participant sat quietly.

85

New Teacher Baseline. In the Baseline-New Teacher condition, another teacher
at the private school assumed the role of the researcher. The teacher followed the same
procedures as the original baseline. The teacher and the participant sat at a table together.
The researcher delivered the statement, “I have some work to do.” The teacher started
Timer 1, turned away from the participant, and started working. No other attention was
given to the participant. If the participant engaged in the target behavior, the teacher
stopped Timer 1 and delivered a reprimand by saying, “I don’t like it when you (target
behavior),” and ended the session. If the participant did not engage in the target behavior,
the teacher continued working for the remainder of the 10 min as the participant sat
quietly.
Interobserver Agreement
For the purposes of interobserver agreement, both the school’s behavior specialist
and each participant’s teacher were provided a training regarding the definitions of the
target behaviors as well as the procedures for each condition (across both FA and
intervention). Training sessions were conducted with both individuals to ensure each
could appropriately score the occurrence of a target behavior as well as latency to the
target behavior. Mastery in scoring was assumed when the two individual recorded the
latency data reliably for two consecutive sessions. The necessary data sheets and the
treatment integrity checklists were provided and explained to each individual, and
questions about the procedures and data collection methods were answered prior to the
beginning of data collection sessions. The researcher and another observer independently
and simultaneously observed each participant, recording the latency of their behavior as
well as the reading duration.
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During the functional analyses, the researcher and the school’s Behavior
Specialist simultaneously and independently observed each participant to record each
instance of the target behavior. This occurred for 20 of the 60 sessions (33%) across all
participants and FA conditions.
During the intervention trials, the researcher and each participant’s teacher
simultaneously and independently observed each participant to record the occurrence and
non-occurrence of the target behavior, as well as latency. Interobserver agreement data
were collected for 28 of the 83 sessions (33%) across all participants and intervention
conditions. Trial-by-trial IOA was calculated for the occurrence and non-occurrence of
behavior. This was accomplished by dividing the total number of trials with agreement
by the total number of trials and multiplying by 100%. Latency IOA was also calculated
using mean latency-per-occurrence IOA formula. Latency per response was measured for
each trial, and was converted to seconds in order calculate latency per response IOA. For
each trial, the shorter latency was divided by the larger latency and multiplied by 100.
Treatment Integrity
Treatment integrity was assessed for 50% of the functional analysis and
intervention sessions across all participants and all conditions. A second observer,
typically the teacher or a teacher assistant, observed each session and scored treatment
integrity using a checklist (Appendix D), which documented all steps of each procedure.
Treatment integrity was calculated for each session by dividing the number of steps
completed by the total number of steps possible and multiplying by 100. Overall
treatment integrity was calculated by summing the treatment integrity scores for each
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session, dividing by the total number of sessions scored, and multiplying by 100. Overall
treatment integrity was measured at 100% across all participants and conditions.
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Chapter 4
Results
Questions about Behavior Function
Beth. Table 3 displays the results from the QABF conducted on Beth’s
target behavior. The attention condition received a total of 15 points, whereas the escape,
non-social, physical, and tangible conditions received no points. This appears to indicate
that Beth’s engagement in burping was most likely maintained by attention. This is
further supported by the fact that Beth’s teacher reported that Beth often engaged in
burping to access attention from her peers and her teachers. The results of the QABF are
summarized below.
Ian. Table 4 displays the results from the QABF conducted on Ian’s target
behavior. The attention condition received a total of 15 points and the Tangible condition
received 9 points. The escape, physical, and non-social conditions received 0 points. This
indicates that Ian’s engagement in touching others was likely maintained by two
functions: attention from others as well as access to preferred tangible items. This is
further supported by the fact that Ian’s teacher reported that he often engaged in touching
others to gain attention or to access a desired items. The results of the QABF are
summarized below.
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Table 3
Questions about Behavior Function for Beth
Question

Attention

Escape

Non-Social

Physical

Tangible

1-5

1. Attention
=3
6.Repriman
d=3
11.Draws =
3
16.Reaction
=3

2.Escape = 0

3.Self-stim = 0

4.In pain = 0

7. Do
Something = 0
12. Not Do = 0

8.Thinks alone
=0
13. Nothing to
do = 0
18. Repetitive
=0

9.when ill = 0

5.Access to
items = 0
10.Takes away
=0
15. You have =
0
20. Peer has =
0

21.”Come
see” = 3
15

22.”Leave
alone” = 0
0

6-10
11-15
16-20

20-25
Total

17. Alone = 0

23. Enjoys by
self = 0
0

14. Physical
problems = 0
19.
Uncomfortabl
e=0
24.Not feeling 25. “Give me
well = 0
that”
=0
0
0

Note. Questions About Behavior Function Scale. From Matson, Bamburg, Cherry, &
Paclawskyi (1999).
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Table 4
Questions about Behavior Function for Ian
Question Attention

Escape

Non-Social

Physical

Tangible

1-5

2.Escape = 0

3.Self-stim = 0

4.In pain = 0

5.Access to

1. Attention = 3

items = 3
6-10

11-15

16-20

20-25

Total

6.Reprimand = 3

11.Draws = 3

16.Reaction = 3

7. Do

8.Thinks alone =

Something = 0

0

12. Not Do = 0

13. Nothing to do

14. Physical

15. You have

=0

problems = 0

=3

18. Repetitive =

19. Uncomfortable

20. Peer has =

0

=0

0

17. Alone = 0

9.When ill = 0

10.Takes
away = 0

21.”Come see” =

22.”Leave

23. Enjoys by

24.Not feeling

25. “Give me

3

alone” = 0

self = 0

well = 0

that”

15

0

0

0

9

=3

Note. Questions About Behavior Function Scale. From Matson, Bamburg, Cherry, & Paclawskyi (1999).
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Pete. Table 5 displays the results of the QABF conducted on Pete’s target
behavior. The attention, tangible, and escape conditions all received a total of 15 points,
whereas the physical condition received four points and the non-social condition did not
receive any points. These results appear to indicate that Pete’s engagement in physical
aggression was likely maintained by three functions: attention from others, access to
preferred tangible items, and escape from aversive stimuli. The results are further
supported by Pete’s teacher stating that Pete often engaged in physical aggression to
escape work he did not like, to gain attention from peers and teachers, or to gain access to
a desired tangible item. Results of the QABF are summarized below.
Rob. Table 6 displays that results from the QABF conducted on Rob’s target
behavior. The attention and non-social conditions both received 15 points, the tangible
condition received 10 points, the physical condition received 2 points and the escape
condition did not receive any points. These results indicate that Rob’s engagement in
rubbing his pants was maintained by access to preferred items, attention from peers, and
non-social reinforcement. The results are further supported by the fact that Rob’s teacher
reported that he often engaged in rubbing his pants to gain attention, to gain access to
tangible items, and as a form of self-stimulation. Results of the QABF are summarized
below.
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Table 5
Questions about Behavior Function for Pete
Question Attention

Escape

Non-Social

Physical

Tangible

1-5

2.Escape = 3

3.Self-stim = 0

4.In pain = 2

7. Do Something
=3
12. Not Do = 3

9.When ill = 0

5.Access to
items = 3
10.Takes away =
3
15. You have =
3
20. Peer has = 3

6-10

1. Attention =
3
6.Reprimand
=3
11.Draws = 3

16-20

16.Reaction = 17. Alone = 3
3

8.Thinks alone =
0
13. Nothing to
do = 0
18. Repetitive =
0

20-25

21.”Come
see” = 3
15

23. Enjoys by
self = 0
0

11-15

Total

22.”Leave alone”
=3
15

14. Physical
problems = 0
19.
Uncomfortable
=2
24.Not feeling
well = 0
4

25. “Give me
that”
=3
15

Note. Questions About Behavior Function Scale. From Matson, Bamburg, Cherry, & Paclawskyi
(1999).
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Table 6
Questions about Behavior Function for Rob
Question

Attention

Escape

Non-Social

Physical

Tangible

1-5

1. Attention = 3

2.Escape = 0

3.Self-stim = 1

4.In pain = 0

6-10

6.Reprimand =
3

8.Thinks alone = 9.When ill = 0
1

11-15

11.Draws = 3

16-20

16.Reaction = 3

7. Do
Something =
0
12. Not Do =
0
17. Alone = 0

5.Access to
items = 2
10.Takes away
=2

20-25

21.”Come see”
=3
15

22.”Leave
alone” = 0
0

23. Enjoys by
self = 1
15

Total

13. Nothing to
do = 1
18. Repetitive =
1

14. Physical
problems = 0
19.
Uncomfortable
=2
24.Not feeling
well = 0
2

15. You have =
2
20. Peer has = 2
25. “Give me
that”
=2
10

Note. Questions About Behavior Function Scale. From Matson, Bamburg, Cherry, & Paclawskyi
(1999).
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Tom. Table 7 displays the results from the QABF conducted on Tom’s target
behavior. The attention and tangible conditions received 15 points, the tangible condition
received 10 points, the escape condition received 4 points, and the non-social condition
received 3 points. The physical conditions did not receive any points. These results
appear to indicate that Tom’s engagement in taking items from others is most likely
maintained by three functions: attention from others, access to preferred tangible items,
and non-social reinforcement. The results are further supported by Tom’s teacher
reporting that he often engaged in taking items from others to gain attention, to obtain
preferred items, and to access non-social reinforcement.
Functional Analysis
Beth. During Beth’s functional analysis, she was exposed to the following
conditions: attention, escape, tangible, and control. Beth did not engage in burping during
the control or the escape condition. Beth engaged in a high and sustained rate of burping
across all sessions in the attention condition. In the tangible condition, Beth engaged in
some burping behavior, but this occurred at a lower overall rate than during the attention
condition, and did not occur during all sessions. This would indicate that Beth’s behavior
is likely maintained primarily by access to attention and with access to tangible items as a
potential secondary function. Figure 9 displays the results from Beth’s functional
analysis.
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Table 7
Questions about Behavior Function for Tom
Question

Attention

Escape

Non-Social

Physical

Tangible

1-5

1. Attention = 3

2.Escape = 0

3.Self-stim = 0

4.In pain = 0

6-10

6.Reprimand = 3

8.Thinks alone = 0 9.When ill = 0

11-15

11.Draws = 3

16-20

16.Reaction = 3

7. Do
Something = 2
12. Not Do =
2
17. Alone = 0

5.Access to items
=3
10.Takes away =
3
15. You have = 3

20-25

21.”Come see” = 3

Total

15

22.”Leave
alone” = 0
4

23. Enjoys by self
=0
3

13. Nothing to do
=3
18. Repetitive = 0

14. Physical
problems = 0
19.
Uncomfortable =
0
24.Not feeling
well = 0
0

20. Peer has = 3
25. “Give me
that”
=3
15

Note. Questions About Behavior Function Scale. From Matson, Bamburg, Cherry, & Paclawskyi (1999).
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Figure 9. Results of Beth’s functional analysis.

Ian. During Ian’s functional analysis, he was exposed to the following conditions:
attention, escape, tangible, and control. Ian engaged in a higher continued rate of
inappropriate touching during the attention conditions. Inappropriate touching did not
occur during the control, tangible, and escape conditions. Ian’s engagement in touching
others is likely maintained by attention as this is the only condition in which the target
behavior occurred. Figure 10 displays the results from Ian’s functional analysis.
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Figure 10. Results of Ian’s functional analysis.

Pete. During Pete’s functional analysis, he was exposed to the following
conditions: attention, escape, tangible, and control. Pete engaged in an increasing rate of
physical aggression during the attention and tangible conditions. Pete’s engagement in
physical aggression increased and then plateaued in the escape conditions. Pete’s physical
aggression is likely multifunctional and maintained by attention, access to a tangible, and
escape. Attention is likely the primary function as the target behavior occurred in all three
sessions. Figure 11 displays the results from Pete’s functional analysis.
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Figure 11. Results of Pete’s functional analysis.

Rob. During Rob’s functional analysis, he was exposed to the following
conditions: attention, escape, tangible, and control. Rob engaged in rubbing his pants at a
constant rate in the tangible condition, at a sustained rate during the attention condition,
and at a variable rate during the control condition. Rob did not engage in rubbing his
pants during the escape condition. Rob’s rubbing his pants is likely maintained by all
four functions as he engaged in this behavior to escape an aversive stimulus, to gain
access to a tangible item, to gain attention from others, and to access to non-social
reinforcement. Figure 12 displays the results from Rob’s functional analysis.
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Figure 12. Results of Rob’s functional analysis.

Tom. During Tom’s functional analysis, he was exposed to the following
conditions: attention, escape, tangible, and control. Tom’s engaged in taking items from
others with some variability in the attention condition. He did not engage in taking items
from others during the tangible, escape, and control conditions. Tom’s taking items is
likely maintained by attention from his peers or teachers. Figure 13 displays the results
from Tom’s functional analysis.
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Figure 13. Results of Tom’s functional analysis.

Intervention
Beth. Latencies in regards to Beth’s burping were low overall. In general, Beth
engaged in burping with relatively short and consistent latencies across all conditions (see
Figure 1). The longest latency was noted in the first session of baseline, followed by a
decreasing trend until the final point of baseline. Across the introduction and removal of
each condition (SS After, SS Before), the latencies occurred at a relatively stable rate
with no overall trend in behavior noted within or across conditions. This would indicate
that the reading of her Social Story before the data collection sessions did not serve as an
abolishing operation for Beth’s burping. A PND score of 0% was calculated for Beth's
intervention as the longest latency possible was displayed during baseline. Figure 14
displays the results from Beth’s intervention.
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Figure 14. Beth’s intervention data.

Table 8
Averages and Ranges of Beth's Data in Seconds
Condition

Average

Range

Baseline

255

78-600

SSA (1)

140

84-238

SSB

160

91-287

SSA (2)

250

250

Ian. Ian was exposed to the following experimental conditions: Baseline, SSB,
SSA, SSB, Alternate Story, baseline with New Teacher, respectively. Latencies of Ian’s
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touching others during baseline displayed high variability as they contained the longest
latency possible and a few of the shorter possible latencies. When the SSB condition was
implemented, target behavior immediately ceased and did not occur again during any
subsequent conditions including a return to baseline. The data points for the duration of
the experiment stabilized and did not display any variability. A PND score of 0% was
calculated for Ian's intervention as the longest latency possible was present during
baseline. Figure 15 displays the results of Ian’s intervention.

Figure 15. Ian’s intervention data.
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Table 9
Averages and Ranges of Ian's Data in Seconds
Condition

Average

Range

Baseline

331

70-600

SSB (1)

600

600

SSA

600

600

SSB (2)

600

600

Alternate Story

600

600

Baseline- New Teacher

600

600

Pete. Pete was exposed to the following experimental conditions: Baseline, SSA,
SSB, and SSA. During baseline, latencies of Pete’s physical aggression displayed a zero
trend, high stability, and very short latencies with more than 50% of instances occurring
in under 30 s. In the SSA condition, Pete's data continued indicating a zero trend as well
as the overall pattern of shorter latencies with the longest latency during the first session.
When the SSB condition was implemented, physical aggression latencies continued with
a zero trend but displayed significant variability among the data points as the longest and
one of the shortest possible latencies were included. A reversal to the SSA condition for
one session resulted no target behaviors. A PND score of 37.5% was calculated for Pete's
intervention. Figure 16 displays the results of Pete’s intervention.
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Figure 16. Pete’s intervention data.

Table 10
Averages and Ranges of Pete's Data in Seconds
Condition

Average

Range

Baseline

255

78-600

SSA (1)

140

84-238

SSB

160

91-287

SSA (2)

250

250
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Rob. Rob was exposed to the following experimental conditions: Baseline, SSB,
SSA, SSB, respectively. Overall, across all conditions the latencies of Rob’s target
behavior were variable with no discernable pattern in the data. Latencies of Rob’s
rubbing his pants during baseline were on an increasing trend until the final data point
where there was a significant decrease in the target behavior latency. After implementing
the SSB condition, Rob displayed an increasing trend in latencies overall. When the SSA
condition was implemented, two short latencies were followed by a spike and a
decreasing trend in latencies. This condition contained high variability as the longest and
shortest of the possible latencies were demonstrated. A reversal to the SSB condition
resulted in a decrease in latency, followed by a session with no target behavior. A PND
score of 14% was calculated for Rob's intervention. Figure 17 displays the results of
Rob’s intervention.

Figure 17. Rob’s intervention data.
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Table 11
Averages and Ranges of Rob's Data in Seconds
Condition

Average

Range

Baseline

151.2

34-351

SSB (1)

188.3

52-423

SSA

177.5

5-600

SSB (2)

309

9-600

Tom. Tom was exposed to the following experimental conditions: Baseline, SSA,
SSB, SSA, and SSB. Tom’s latencies in regards to taking others’ items during baseline
demonstrated a zero trend and were stable. These latencies were very short with 50% of
them occurring within 10 s. After implementing the SSA condition, target behaviors
latencies increased and appeared to be on an increasing trend. These latencies somewhat
decreased displaying a zero trend and some stabilization upon the implementation of the
SSB condition. A spike in the latency was observed after the SSA condition was
reintroduced. After this spike, there was an immediate reduction in latency. This
condition contained no meaningful trend and high variability as it contained the longest
and shortest durations possible. A single session of reverting back to the SSB session
resulted in a latency of 90 s. A PND score of 36.8% was calculated for Tom's
intervention. Figure 18 displays the results of Tom’s intervention.
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Figure 18. Tom’s intervention data.

Table 12
Averages and Ranges of Beth's Data in Seconds
Condition

Average

Range

Baseline

19.2

9-40

SSA (1)

147.6

20-311

SSB

53

17-125

SSA (2)

173.8

13-467

SSB (2)

90

90
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Interobserver Agreement (IOA)
Functional Analysis IOA. For each participant, an independent observer was
present for all of the 12 sessions across all functional analysis conditions. Trial-by-trial
interobserver agreement was then calculated. The number of agreements between
independent observer and researcher was divided by the total number of trials and
multiplied by 100 to produce the trial-by-trial interobserver agreement score. Agreement
was scored as 100% across all participants.
Intervention IOA. For each participant, an independent observer was present for
all of their intervention sessions across all conditions. Latency-per-occurrence IOA was
then calculated. For each occurrence of a behavior, the latency was scored by the
independent observer and researcher. The shorter latency was then divided by the longer
latency and multiplied by 100. All of the latency-per-occurrence scores were then added
and divided by the total number of occurrences to achieve an overall scored.
Interobserver agreement scores were calculated as 100% (Beth and Ian), 99% (Pete, Rob,
and Tom).
Treatment Integrity (TI)
Functional Analysis TI. For each participant, an independent observer was
present for all functional analysis sessions. This independent observer was equipped with
a task analysis of functional analysis steps. The observer then viewed the researcher
implementing the functional analysis and recorded whether the researcher completed
each necessary step of the functional analysis session. Functional analysis treatment
integrity was calculated for each session by dividing the number of steps that the
researchers completed correctly by the total number of steps necessary during the
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functional analysis sessions. This number was then multiplied by 100 to determine
treatment integrity for each session. Each of these scores was then summed and divided
by the total number of scores to achieve an overall functional analysis treatment integrity
score for each participant. For all participants, functional analysis treatment integrity was
calculated as 100% across all sessions.
Intervention TI. For each participant, an independent observer was present for
all intervention sessions across all conditions. The independent observer was equipped
with a task analysis of the invention steps. The observer then viewed the researcher
implementing the intervention and recorded whether the researcher completed each
necessary step in the intervention session. Intervention treatment integrity was calculated
for each session by dividing the number of steps that the researchers completed correctly
by the total number of steps necessary during the intervention sessions. This number was
then multiplied by 100 to determine treatment integrity for each session. Each of these
scores was then summed and divided by the total number of scores to achieve an overall
intervention treatment integrity score for each participant. For all participants,
intervention treatment integrity was calculated as 100% across all sessions.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
Although many parents, teachers, and therapists employ Social Stories to teach
individuals with Autism social skills and to clarify social situations, many of them also
implement these Social Stories to reduce the frequency of inappropriate behaviors.
Research concerning Social Stories have produced mixed results as some narratives are
effective in regards to changing behavior and others are ineffective. The mixed findings
are likely due to the immense differences between studies in areas such as Social Story
construction and Social Story implementation. Researchers should focus on isolating
whether or not there is one variable of a Social Story that ensures the production of an
effect when applied to decreasing inappropriate behaviors. One possible hypothesis that
was formed after reviewing the research is that behavior function may affect the efficacy
of Social Stories aimed at reducing inappropriate behaviors. As very few studies analyzed
the function of the target behavior, it is possible that the behavior function may affect the
results of a Social Story intervention. This study assessed the affect the attention provided
in Social Stories had on changing attention maintained behavior.
Within the study, participants were provided attention in the form of the
researcher reading them a Social Story prior to the data collection period. The hypothesis
was that the reading of the Social Story could have served as an abolishing operation by
decreasing the value of attention and decreasing the frequency in which the participants
engaged in behaviors that resulted in the delivery of attention. Out of the five
participants, only two participants’ target behaviors were maintained by attention only as
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determined by a functional analysis as well as indirect assessments. Although Tom and
Ian were the only participants whose inappropriate behaviors were solely maintained by
attention, attention was identified as a primary function for Beth and Pete. Rob’s
inappropriate behavior was likely maintained by multiple functions. All functions were
determined by a functional analysis as well as indirect assessments. A discussion of each
participants’ results is provided below as well as a discussion of implications from this
study.
Participant Discussion
Beth. Beth’s engagement in burping was maintained by attention as a primary
function and access to tangibles as a secondary function. The latencies of burping did not
vary drastically from one condition to another. All conditions contained latencies within
the same range. As there was no discernable change in behavior, the providing of
attention in the form of reading a Social Story likely did not serve as an abolishing
operation for Beth’s burping. In addition, it appears that Social Stories, whether read
before or after problem behavior, were ineffective at changing the target behavior.
Ian. Ian’s engagement in inappropriately touching others was maintained by
attention. Ian engaged in the target behavior of inappropriately touching others in all but
two baseline sessions. Upon the implementation of the first condition, the Social Story
before (SSB) condition, Ian did not engage in any inappropriate touching of others for the
remainder of the experimental sessions. The decrease in inappropriate touching was not
reversed when the Social Story After (SSA) condition was implemented. Whether or not
the Social Story served as an abolishing operation is unknown. Regardless of a lack of
evidence to support this theory, it is possible. One explanation is that Ian did not engage
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in inappropriate touching in SSA sessions due to carryover effects from the SSB sessions.
It is possible, for example, that the Social Story decreased behavior, and this decrease
persisted even after further condition changes. Again, there is a lack of evidence to
support this theory, but it is a possible explanation.
A second explanation for Ian’s behavior change following the initial SSB
condition is that the Social Story, or portions of the Social Story, functioned as rules that
altered the function of various stimuli within the experimental setting. For example, if a
behaviors was attention maintained and a statement such as “people don’t like it when
you _____” was presented to a participant, it might alter the function of attention as a
reinforcer. This, in turn, might serve to suppress behavior. Although this functional
altering effect of a rule does not explain all of the results found in this study, it could help
explain some of the various findings across studies on Social Stories – if rules not
included in a Social Story, this might weaken the behavior change effect.
Another possible explanation for his change in behavior is that a new classroom
teacher established different behavioral contingencies within his classroom during the
course of the study. At one point during the study, Ian received a new teacher which
likely changed the classroom environment. One manner in which his environment could
have changed is that his inappropriately touching others no longer resulted in attention.
The new teacher implemented a behavior plan in which inappropriately touching others
resulted in the loss of a privilege for the day. This plan’s implementation could have had
an effect on Ian’s performance within the sessions. Ian was the only participant with a
significant and identifiable change within the classroom during the study. Ian was also
the only participant with an increase in behavior latencies and a decrease in target
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behaviors. Therefore, it is possible that the change in teachers was responsible for the
behavior change. As the change was gradual throughout the beginning of the study, a
specific date where the change in teachers took place was not obtainable. Therefore, there
was no data or documentation to support this theory. As the variable responsible for
Ian’s change in behavior could not be determined, his results do not provide a clear
answer as to whether behavior function affects the efficacy of a Social Story. However,
his results do indicate that this theory needs more exploration.
Pete. Pete’s engagement in physical aggression appeared maintained by access to
attention, access to a preferred item, and escape from an aversive stimuli. Attention was
identified as a primary function and access to preferred items and escape from aversive
stimuli were identified as secondary functions. The latencies of physical aggression
increased and became variable upon the introduction of the SSB condition. Although this
might be interpreted as providing some evidence for an abolishing effect, the latencies
did not decrease upon the reintroduction of the Social Stories After condition. Thus, no
experimental control was obtained to fully ascertain the effect of attention in the Social
Story. It is possible that an affect may have been found with extended exposure to the
second SSA condition; however, this was impossible due to school time constraints.
Rob. Rob’s target behavior of rubbing his pants was likely maintained by access
to attention, escape from aversive stimuli, access to preferred items, and access to nonsocial reinforcement. Rob engaged in rubbing his pants in all but two sessions. In general,
there is no discernable pattern to in Rob’s data, and behavior remained quite variable
across all conditions. Overall, it does not appear that Social Stories, whether read before
or after the behavior, were effective in changes the target behavior.
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Tom. Tom’s engagement in taking others’ items was maintained by attention.
Tom engaged in the target behavior of taking others’ items in all sessions. Latencies of
taking others’ items varied among the conditions and there was no discernable pattern of
responding. The delivery of attention within the SSB condition did not appear to serve as
an abolishing operation as the latencies of his taking others’ items were generally longer
in the SSA conditions. The latencies of taking others’ items did appear generally longer
in the SSA conditions, but the latencies were not consistently longer than those latencies
in the SSB condition.
Implications and Future Research
Effectiveness of Social Stories. Overall, Social Stories appeared to be ineffective
for four of the five participants included in this study. The only participant whose
behavior change could possibly be caused by the Social Story implementation is Ian. As
mentioned previously, without a change in behavior upon the removal of the SSB
condition and introduction of the SSA condition, there is no evidence to support whether
the Social Story did or did not serve as an abolishing operation. Future researchers should
continue to investigate the use of attention as a possible abolishing operation when
targeting the reduction of inappropriate behaviors.
One possible explanation for the Social Story’s ineffectiveness is that behavior
function does not have an effect on whether or not a Social Story implemented to
decrease target behaviors is effective. As other variables may also play a role in the
effectiveness of a Social Story, it is possible that behavior function is not one of the main
variables. Perhaps the Social Story construction or Social Story implementation method
is more important in determining Social Story effectiveness. Further research is needed
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concerning how or if behavior function affects Social Story efficacy as well as
concerning how other variables affect Social Story efficacy.
Another possible explanation is that the attention delivered in the form of a
Social Story is less valuable to the participants than the value of the negative attention
they receive after engaging in the behavior. If the negative attention is the more valuable
form of attention, then the participant is not likely to reduce their engagement in the
target behavior after receiving positive attention in the form of a Social Story. A more
potent form of attention that includes the reading of a Social Story should be identified
and investigated to ascertain if the reading of a Social Story could serve as an abolishing
operation.
The amount of attention received during the day and especially in the last hour
before the Social Story intervention may also affect the value of the attention delivered
when reading the Social Story. If immediately prior to the data collection session the
individual was provided several continuous minutes of attention, the participant may be
less likely to engage in the target behavior. This was observed for Pete during one data
collection session. As Pete’s target behavior of physical aggression typically had the
shortest latencies, session 12 contained the longest latency possible with no occurrence of
the target behavior. As this was the first time that this occurred for Pete, the experimenter
discussed it with the teacher. The teacher reported that Pete had received a drastic haircut
and had been given positive attention by everyone who saw him that day. He had also
had a wonderful day at school with very few target behaviors, and therefore received an
increased amount of praise. It is possible that his lack of engagement in the target
behavior was due to a lower value of attention.
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Also, it is possible that the participants did not value the researcher’s attention.
After the two observations and prior to the beginning of the actual study, the researcher
visited each classroom multiple times to spend time talking and playing with the
participants to increase the value of her attention for each individual. Regardless of the
planned visits to increase the value of the researcher’s attention, it is possible that the
researcher’s attention was not valuable or at least not more valuable than the attention
given after the engagement in the target behavior.
Future researchers should analyze the value of different forms of attention
delivered during the reading of a Social Story, control for the amount of attention
provided in the environment prior to the intervention, and ensure the attention of the
researcher/implementer is valued when investigating Social Stories in the future.
Participants’ diagnosis. This study was one of the few that assessed the
effectiveness of Social Stories with individuals diagnosed with Down syndrome. It is
possible that the general lack of effectiveness of Social Stories in this study was related to
this diagnosis. Although efforts were made to ensure the narratives created were
appropriate for each participant, there may be key features about the Down syndrome
diagnosis that influence the effectiveness of Social Stories. Although Social Stories
appear primarily used with individuals with Autism, their increasing prevalence makes it
likely that they will gradually be used with a wide variety of diagnoses. As it is unclear
whether Social Stories are truly effective with individuals with Autism, researchers
should broaden the research on Social Stories to include a wide range of diagnoses.
Type of attention with Social Stories. Future researchers could focus on
identifying a form of attention that includes a Social Story, which is more valuable than
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the attention obtained after the target behavior. For example, researchers could study the
value of the attention provided when reading the story and asking comprehension
questions in a conversation format. This conversation would be an additional form of
attention and would also measure an individual’s understanding of the story. There are
other possible combinations of reading a Social Story such as talking about each picture
or page after reading it, talking about specific situations that previously occurred which
mimic the story’s situation, as well as providing physical attention for young participants
such as tickles, hugs, high-fives. Adding one of these additional forms of attention could
increase the value of the attention provided before the data collection session and
possibly serve as an abolishing operation.
Other behavior functions. As this study was conducted to investigate the effect
that Social Stories could have on attention maintained behaviors, other functions were not
studied. As the theory that the attention provided serves as an abolishing operation would
not be present when investigating other functions, one would likely hypothesize that the
reading of a Social Story prior to data collection sessions would have no effect on
behaviors maintained by other functions as it is not functionally equivalent. It would be
beneficial to establish whether this hypothesis is true. It is equally important to identify
when an intervention will not be effective as it is to identify when it will be effective.
Future research should investigate the implementation of Social Stories with behaviors
maintained by either access to tangibles, escape from aversive stimuli, or access to nonsocial reinforcement.
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Limitations
There are several limitations to this study including time constraints and
uncontrolled attention prior to data collection sessions.
Time constraints. This experiment was conducted in the spring semester within a
local school. Originally, only one session was completed each day for each individual.
Toward the end of semester when the end of school was approaching, two trials were
conducted per day for Beth. When two trials were conducted within one day, they were
spaced scheduled for before 9 a.m. and after 1 p.m. By having two data collection
sessions in one day, the researcher risked carryover effects possibly altering the responses
of the participants in the second data collection session. This is particularly a problem if
there was a change in conditions between those two data collection sessions. It would
have been more beneficial to conduct only one trial per day as the researcher could
ensure that the delivery or absence of attention in previous trials did not affect subsequent
trials. Future researchers should focus on having only one data collection session each
day to minimize carryover effects.
Uncontrolled attention. The researcher was unable to control for the amount of
attention delivered to each participant prior to beginning the research sessions. The
amount of attention that a participant received prior to data collection sessions could
possibly affect how they responded within the condition. For example, an individual who
received one-on-one attention from a teacher for the hour prior to the data collection
session may not have engaged in the target behavior due to having previously received
one-on-one attention. Having received this attention could make the value of attention
decrease. Conversely, an individual who was provided very little attention prior to the
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data collection session may engage in the target behavior more quickly as they had little
attention that day. Future researchers should focus on controlling the attention given to
participants prior to the data collection session as much as possible.
General Conclusions
The implementation of Social Stories is widespread. Regardless of Gray’s
warning that they are not to be used for behavior change, parents, teachers, and therapists
often implement them with this purpose in mind. As their popularity continues to
increase, researchers have focused on determining whether or not the Social Story
intervention can be identified as an evidence-based treatment for individuals with
disabilities. As the research available is mixed, researchers have not yet been able to
identify which variable of a Social Story is responsible for determining which Social
Stories will be effective in changing behavior. The hypothesis that the attention provided
when reading a Social Story could serve as an abolishing operation to individuals whose
inappropriate behaviors are maintained by attention was not validated in this research. In
general, more research in needed on Social Stories. When this research is conducted on
the effect of Social Stories on problem behavior, it is important that the research should
include first conducting a functional analysis to determine the function of the target
behaviors prior to intervention implementation. This is necessary to identify the
conditions under which Social Stories are effective and ineffective.
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Appendix A
Referral Form
Student Referral Form
Student Name: ________________________ Teacher Name:
__________________________
Behavioral Concerns: (describe the behavior specifically)
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
__________________

When does it occur the most? (time of day, particular class, particular event)
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________

Where does it occur the most? (classroom, hallway, lunchroom, playground,
meeting rooms)
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________

How frequently does it occur? (hourly, daily, weekly)
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________

What usually happens right before they engage in the inappropriate behavior?
________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________
____________

What usually happens right after they engage in the inappropriate behavior?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________

Interventions Previously Tried? (time-out, loss of privilege, token economy, daily
behavior chart)
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
____________
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Appendix B
Consent Form
Parental Permission for Your Child to Participate in a Research Study
What effect does a Social Story have on an attention maintained behavior when
used as an antecedent manipulation or consequence?
WHY IS YOUR CHILD BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS
RESEARCH?
Your child is being invited to take part in a research study about Social Stories. Your
child is being invited to take part in this research study because they engage in
inappropriate behaviors during social situations and have a current disability. If your
child takes part in this study, your child will be one of about 10 children to do so.

WHO IS DOING THE STUDY?
The person in charge of this study is Lindsey Brady of University of Memphis
Department of _Instruction and Curriculum Leadership. She is being guided in this
research by Dr. James Meindl. There may be other people on the research team assisting
at different times during the study such as Tiffany Freeze Denton, another doctoral
student. She may be taking data during different sessions alongside Lindsey Brady

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY?
As Social Stories are used widely to change behavior in individuals with disabilities,
there is currently no criteria that determines if a behavior will be changed by a Social
Story. We do not know if a Social Story works because of its contents when it is ready,
the specific behavior, its use with a specific population such as individuals with autism,
or other factors surrounding Social Stories. Another factor that could be involved in a
Social Story’s effectiveness is the function of the behavior or what the child is engaging
in the behavior to receive. Few researchers have investigated whether the function of the
behavior would affect its effectiveness. This study will investigate attention maintained
behaviors only.
By doing this study, we hope to learn whether or not Social Stories are effective for
attention maintained behaviors or if the attention that is given when reading a story to a
child is responsible for the change in behavior.
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ARE THERE REASONS WHY YOUR CHILD SHOULD NOT TAKE PART IN
THIS STUDY?
Participants should not take part in this study if they do not display any high frequency
behaviors that limit their participation in daily family and community activities.

WHERE IS THE STUDY GOING TO TAKE PLACE AND HOW LONG WILL IT
LAST?
The research procedures will be conducted at The Madonna Learning Center. It is
located at 7007 Poplar Avenue, Germantown, Tn. Your child will need to come
about 40 times during the study. Each of those visits will take about 20 minutes.
The total amount of time your child will be asked to volunteer for this study is about
14 hours over the next 6 months.
WHAT WILL YOUR CHILD BE ASKED TO DO?
Your child is being asked come to the above mentioned address about 40 times to be read
a social story before participating in particular activities such as art, music, etc. They will
have a researcher read the story to them and observe them for the next ten minutes to take
frequency data on their inappropriate behaviors.
Visit #1- Initial Meeting and Review of Consent/Assent forms
Visits #2-39- During these visits, your child will be read the Social Story either before the
data collection session or after the problem behavior occurs. They will then be watched
for the purpose of collecting data on their participation in the already identified
inappropriate behavior. *This is an estimate of the number of visits. This number will
vary depending on how your child responds to the intervention.
Visit #40 –Meet with Researchers concerning results

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS?
To the best of our knowledge, the things your child will have no more risk of harm than
your child would experience in everyday life.
Your child may find some procedures that we ask your child to do as upsetting or
stressful. If so, we can tell your child about some people who may be able to help your
child with these feelings.
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In addition to the risks listed above, your child may experience a previously unknown
risk or side effect.

WILL YOUR CHILD BENEFIT FROM TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY?
There is no guarantee that your child will get any benefit from taking part in this study.
However, some people have experienced a decrease in the frequency of inappropriate
behaviors when using social stories. Your child’s willingness to take part, however,
may, in the future, help society as a whole better understand this research topic.
DOES YOUR CHILD HAVE TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY?
If you decide to allow your child take part in the study, it should be because your child
really wants to volunteer. Your child will not lose any benefits or rights your child would
normally have if your child chooses not to volunteer. Your child can stop at any time
during the study and still keep the benefits and rights your child had before volunteering.
If you or your child decides not to take part in this study, your child’s decision will have
no effect on the quality of care, services, etc., your child receives.
IF YOUR CHILD DOESN’T WANT TO TAKE PART IN THE STUDY, ARE
THERE OTHER CHOICES?
If your child does not want to be in the study, there are no other choices except not to
take part in the study.

WHAT WILL IT COST YOU FOR YOUR CHILD TO PARTICIPATE?
Your child will have to pay for the cost of getting to and from The Madonna Learning
Center.

WILL YOUR CHILD RECEIVE ANY REWARDS FOR TAKING PART IN THIS
STUDY?
Your child will not receive any rewards or payment for taking part in the study.

WHO WILL SEE THE INFORMATION THAT YOUR CHILD PROVIDES?
We will make every effort to keep private all research records that identify your child to
the extent allowed by law. By signing this form, you are also giving The Madonna
Learning Center to release information about your child to Lindsey Brady. The
information to be released includes: age, gender, disability diagnosis, reading
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comprehension level, inappropriate behaviors, and the length of time that the
inappropriate behaviors have been seen in the environment. This information will be kept
confidential.
Your child’s information will be combined with information from other children taking
part in the study. When we write about the study to share it with other researchers, we
will write about the combined information we have gathered. Your child will not be
personally identified in these written materials. We may publish the results of this study;
however, we will keep your child’s name and other identifying information private.
We will make every effort to prevent anyone who is not on the research team from
knowing that your child gave us information, or what that information is. Data will be
kept in a password protected computer and/or within a locked file cabinet in the residence
of the lead researcher, Lindsey Brady.
We will keep private all research records that identify your child to the extent allowed by
law. However, there are some circumstances in which we may have to show your child’s
information to other people. For example, the law may require us to show your child’s
information to a court, or to tell authorities if your child report information about a child
being abused or if your child pose a danger to your child or someone else. Also, we may
be required to show information which identifies your child to people who need to be
sure we have done the research correctly; these would be people from such organizations
as the University of Memphis.
CAN YOUR CHILD’S TAKING PART IN THE STUDY END EARLY?
If your child decide to take part in the study your child still have the right to decide at any
time that your child no longer want to continue. Your child will not be treated differently
if your child decides to stop taking part in the study.
The individuals conducting the study may need to withdraw your child from the study.
This may occur if your child are not able to follow the directions they give your child, if
they find that your child’s being in the study is more risk than benefit to your child, or if
the agency funding the study decides to stop the study early for a variety of scientific
reasons. Withdrawing your child from the study should be requested in written form and
given to the lead researcher, Lindsey Brady
ARE YOUR CHILD PARTICIPATING OR CAN YOUR CHILD PARTICIPATE
IN ANOTHER RESEARCH STUDY AT THE SAME TIME AS PARTICIPATING
IN THIS ONE?
Your child may not take part in this study if your child is currently involved in another
research study. It is important to let the investigator/your child’s doctor know if your
child is in another research study. Your child should also discuss with the investigator
before your child agrees to participate in another research study while your child are
enrolled in this study.

134

WHAT HAPPENS IF YOUR CHILD GET HURT OR SICK DURING THE
STUDY?

If your child believes your child is hurt or if your child gets sick because of something
that is due to the study, your child should call _Lindsey Brady____________ at _901628-4083____ immediately. Dr. James Meindl will determine what type of treatment, if
any, is best for your child at that time.
It is important for your child to understand that the University of Memphis does not have
funds set aside to pay for the cost of any care or treatment that might be necessary
because your child get hurt or sick while taking part in this study. Also, the University of
Memphis will not pay for any wages your child may lose if your child are harmed by this
study.
Medical costs that result from research related harm cannot be included as regular
medical costs. Therefore, the medical costs related to your child’s care and treatment
because of research related harm (add study specific language by selecting appropriate
options… e.g.),
will be you responsibility; or
may be paid by your child’s insurer if your child is insured by a health insurance
company (you should ask your insurer if you have any questions regarding the insurer’s
willingness to pay under these circumstances); or
may be paid by Medicare or Medicaid if your child are covered by Medicare, or Medicaid
(if you have any questions regarding Medicare/Medicaid coverage you should contact
Medicare by calling 1-800-Medicare (1-800-633-4227) or Medicaid 1-800-635-2570.
A co-payment/deductible from you may be required by your child’s insurer or
Medicare/Medicaid even if your child’s insurer or Medicare/Medicaid has agreed to pay
the costs. The amount of this co-payment/deductible may be substantial.
Your child does not give up your child’s legal rights by signing this form.

WHAT IF YOUR CHILD HAVE QUESTIONS, SUGGESTIONS, CONCERNS,
OR COMPLAINTS?
Before you decide whether to accept this invitation for your child to take part in the
study, please ask any questions that might come to mind now. Later, if you have
questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints about the study, you can contact the
investigator, _____Lindsey Brady___ at _____901-628-4083______. If you have any
questions about your child’s rights as a volunteer in this research, contact the Institutional
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Review Board staff at the University of Memphis at 901-678-3074. We will give you a
signed copy of this permission form to take with you.

WHAT IF NEW INFORMATION IS LEARNED DURING THE STUDY THAT
MIGHT AFFECT YOUR CHILD’S DECISION TO PARTICIPATE?
If the researcher learns of new information in regards to this study, and it might change
your willingness for your child to stay in this study, the information will be provided to
you. You may be asked to sign a new permission form if the information is provided to
you after your child has joined the study.
_________________________________________
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

____________
Date

_________________________________________
Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study
_________________________________________
Name of [authorized] person obtaining informed consent
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____________
Date

Appendix C
Parent and Teacher Interview
Parent Interview
1. Are you aware that ___ engages in ____ at school? If so, have you had a conference
with the teacher concerning the behavior>
2. Does this behavior occur at home also?
3. What typically happens before ____?
4. What typically happens after_____?
5. What do you think is maintaining this behavior/is the function of the behavior? (Why
do you think they do it?)

Teacher Interview
1. Have you spoken with the parent about this behavior?
2. What are the antecedents?
3. What are the consequences?
4. What do you think is maintaining the behavior?
5. What interventions have you tried?
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Appendix D
FA Data Sheet
Functional Analysis
Name:___________________________ Behavior:____________________
Date:_________________ FA Condition:_________________________
Date

Tally marks for the occurrence of the target behavior

138

Appendix E
Social Stories
Beth
I eat lunch with my friends.
I like eating lunch with my friends.
I will use m appropriate table manners.
To do this, I will try to keep my mouth quiet while eating lunch.
If I want to talk to my friends, I can tell jokes or talk about my day.
I will try to keep my mouth quiet after lunch.
I will have fun with my friends talking about my day.
Ian
I see my teacher and friends at school.
Sometimes I need to show them something or tell them something.
If I want to get my friends’ attention, I can say their name or say, “hey.”
If I want to get my teacher’s attention, I can say, “Ms. Schubert.”
I will try to keep my hands to myself.
My teachers and friends like it when I keep my hands to myself.
Pete
At school, I see my friends.
At school, I see my teachers.
We play.
I will try to have nice hands.
My teachers like it when we sit with self-control.
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Rob
At school, I high-five friends.
I eat lunch.
I wash my hands.
I will try to have self-control.
My teachers and friends like when I have self-control.
Tom
I work and play at school.
I work with Abart and Denise.
I play with my friends.
I have pencils, paper, and toys.
My friends have pencils, paper, and toys.
I will try to use my pencils, paper, and toys.
I will try to keep my hands to myself.
My teachers like it when I have a calm body.
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Appendix F
Interobserver Agreement and Treatment Integrity Checklists
Baseline and New Teacher Baseline
Name:___________________________ Behavior:____________________
Date:_________________
IOA and TI- Please circle YES if they researcher performed that specific step. Please
circle NO if the researcher did not perform that specific step. Please start your timer when
the researcher says, “I have some work to do.” Please stop your timer when the

STEP

YES

NO

1. Sit with student

YES

NO

2. Tell student “I have some work to do.”

YES

NO

3. Start 10 min. timer.

YES

NO

4. Do not give attention to student.

YES

NO

5. If problem behavior occurs, stop timer.

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

6. After stopping timer, say, “I don’t like it
when you….”
7. If no problem behavior occurs, finish 10
minutes.
participant engages in the problem behavior.

Time when _______________: _____________________
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Social Story Before and Alternate Social Story
Name:___________________________ Behavior:____________________
Date:_________________
IOA and TI- Please circle YES if they researcher performed that specific step. Please
circle NO if the researcher did not perform that specific step. Please start your timer when
the researcher says, “I have some work to do.” Please stop your timer when the

STEP

YES

NO

1. Sit with student

YES

NO

2. Read student the social story

YES

NO

3. Tell student “I have some work to do.”

YES

NO

4. Start 10 min. timer.

YES

NO

5. Do not give attention to student.

YES

NO

6. If problem behavior occurs, stop timer.

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

7. After stopping timer, say, “I don’t like it
when you….”
8. If no problem behavior occurs, finish 10
minutes.
participant engages in the problem behavior.

Time when _______________: _____________________
Time spent reading the social story:__________________
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Social Story After
Name: ___________________________
Date: ________

Behavior: _______________________

IOA and TI- Please circle YES if they researcher performed that specific step. Please
circle NO if the researcher did not perform that specific step. Please start your timer when
the researcher says, “I have some work to do.” Please stop your timer when the

STEP

YES

NO

1. Sit with student

YES

NO

2. Tell student “I have some work to do.”

YES

NO

3. Start 10 min. timer.

YES

NO

4. Do not give attention to student.

YES

NO

5. If problem behavior occurs, stop timer.

YES

NO

6. After stopping timer, say, “I don’t like it
when you….”
7. Read social story

YES

NO

YES

NO

8. If no problem behavior occurs, finish 10
minutes.
participant engages in the problem behavior.

YES

NO

Time when _______________: _____________________
Time spent reading the social story:__________________
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IRB Approval
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has
reviewed and approved your submission in accordance with all applicable
statuses and regulations as well as ethical principles.
PI NAME: Lindsey Brady
CO-PI:
PROJECT TITLE: What effect does a social story have on an attention
maintained behavior when used as an antecedent manipulation or a
consequence?
FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable): James Meindl
IRB ID: #3014
APPROVAL DATE: 12/6/2013
EXPIRATION DATE: 12/6/2014
LEVEL OF REVIEW: Expedited
RISK LEVEL DETERMINATION:No more than minimal
Please Note: Modifications do not extend the expiration of the original approval

Approval of this project is given with the following obligations:
1. If this IRB approval has an expiration date, an approved renewal must be
in effect to continue the project prior to that date. If approval is not
obtained, the human consent form(s) and recruiting material(s) are no
longer valid and any research activities involving human subjects must
stop.
2. When the project is finished or terminated, a completion form must be
completed and sent to the board.
3. No change may be made in the approved protocol without prior board
approval, whether the approved protocol was reviewed at the Exempt,
Exedited or Full Board level.
4. Exempt approval are considered to have no expiration date and no
further review is necessary unless the protocol needs modification.
Approval of this project is given with the following special obligations:
Thank you,
Ronnie Priest, PhD
Institutional Review Board Chair
The University of Memphis.
Note: Review outcomes will be communicated to the email address on file. This email
should be considered an official communication from the UM IRB. Consent Forms are no
longer being stamped as well. Please contact the IRB at IRB@memphis.edu if a letter on
IRB letterhead is required.
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